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MoNDAY, May 6, 1~ 
The Rev. Joseph R. Sizoo, D. D., minister of the New York 

Avenue Presbyterian Church .of the city of Washington, offered 
the following prayer : 

0 Thou who art ever· mindful of Thine own, who kn.owest how 
prone we are to forget Thee when health and success attend our 
way and whose refuge we seek in times of distress and need, 
we ask Thy forgiveness for our want of gratitude and our lack 
of filial affection. Grant us for yet another day Thy watchful 
providence over all our tasks, Thy wise counsel in all our delib
erations, Thy sustaining grace in all our needs, and Thy atoning 
love for all our sins. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the J.ournal of the proceed
.ings of the legislative day of Monday, April 29, 1929, when, on 
request of Mr. JoNES and by unanimous consent, the further 
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

·answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittinan 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 

~:rc~~ 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Mr. SCHALL. My collea.gue the senior Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] is still ill and confined in a hospital. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE ON DEBENTURE PLAN 
I . 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think it is eminently fair 
to those who favor the debenture plan and those who oppose it 
to have ample notice of the closing of debate upon that feat~re 
of the pending farm relief bill. There are several Senators who 
desire yet to be heard, and having that matter well in mind 
and giving it due consideration, I propose the following unani
mous-consent agreement and ask that it may be read at the 
desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
It is agreed by unanimous consent that after 2 o'clock p. m. on the 

calendar day of Wednesday, May 8, 1929, nQ Senator shall speak more 
than once or longer than 10 minutes upon the pending amendment of 
the Senator from lndlana [Mr. WATSON] to strike out section 10 as 
amended, r elating to the debenture plan. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I am perfectly" 
willing to enter into an agreement to limit debate and personally 
I have no objection to the arrangement the Senator suggests. 
It has been indicated to me, however, by at least one Senator 
that it would be desirable to make the time limit 15 minutes 
instead of 10 minutes in view of the fact that some Senators 
think they will not be able to speak before the time limit goes 
into effect. I wonder if the Senator from Oregon would be will
ing to make that modification? 

Mr. McNARY. I shall be glad to accommodate those who 
desire to speak, but I may say to the Senator from Arkansas 
that the unanimous-consent agreement does not operate until 2 
o'clock on Wednesday. There will, therefore, be no limitation 
on time to speak until Wednesday at 2 o'clock; that is, there 
will be all of to-day and all of to-morrow and on Wednesday 
until 2 o'clock for those who desire to spe-ak at length. So far 
as I am advised there _,...are only five or six Membe-rs who desire 
to deliver set speeches. Consequently it occurs to me that by 
fixing the time at 2 o'clock on Wednesday no one who desires . 

to discuss the pending motion to strike out will be denied full 
opportunity to do so. But if the Senator from Arkansas desires 
that we amend the request by changing it to 15 minutes instead 
of 10 minutes I shall enter no objection. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think we might as well do it. 
I would not object to moving the time forward when the time 
limit should go into effect. I think if it went into effect at, say, 
1 o'clock on Wednesday it would suit my purpose. 

l\1r. McNARY. Very well. I would be willing to accede to 
that modifiration if it is the desire of Senators. 

1\fr .. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I do not want to -interfere, 
of course, with the unanimous-consent agreement to vote at any 
time that may be deemed appropriate upon the very important 
amendment now before us, but it is obvious that there are many 
who desire to be heard upon the subject. It may be that to-day 
and to-morrow will be ample for that purpose. So far as I am 
concerned, I want to be heard for a very brief period. I would 
not object to the fixing of an hour to-morrow after which debate 
should be limited, but I would prefer that it be provided that 
after the hour named 20 minutes shall be allowed for debate. 

We know the difficulties under which individuals in the 
Senate labor in their endeavors to present their views in a mat
ter of this sort. We know how courteous and kind and con
siderate the -chairman of the committee has been, and I do not 
want in :my degree to interfere with his program. But I do 
hope that if the unanimous,.consent agreement is entered into it 
will permit, after the hour which shall be named, 20 minutes in 
which each Senator may be heard upon the pending amendment. 

Mr. · ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, let me suggest 
that under the arrangement proposed by the Senator from 
Oregon the limitation of debate would not go into effect until 
2 o'clock on next Wednesday. That would give the entire time 
throughout to-day and to-morrow and up until 2 o'clock on 
Wednesday for debate without limitation. The Senate, of 
course, by regulating its hour of recess or adjournment, could 
command as much time as might be necessary. I feel that the 
request made by the Senator from Oregon is a reasonable one, 
and for my part I am not going to object to it, but I would like 
to see it modified so as to make the time limit 15 minutes in
stf>..ad of 10 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I suggest that it be made 20 minutes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If the Senator from Oregon is 

willing, I have no objection to fixing it at 20 minutes. 
Mr. McNARY. Personally I do not think it makes much dif

ference whether the limitation is 10 or 15 or 20 minutes. In 
my opinion, the debate will be over by 2 o'clock on Wednes
day. However, I am willing to accede to the request of the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The unanimous consent is to go 
into effect flt 2 o'clock on Wednesday as the time for the limita
tion on debate to begin? 

Mr. McNARY. It is. 
Mr. BRATTON. I understood that the Senator from Oregon 

agreed to fix the hour at 1 o'clock next Wednesday instead of 
2 o'clock? 

Mr. McNARY. I made no such request. The suggestion was 
offered by the able Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON], but 
I made no request to change the hour from 2 to 1 o'clock. 

Mr. BRATTON. I desire to concur in the suggestion and I 
wondered if the chairman of the committee would accept it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I shall object to that change. 
I want it to remain at 2 o'clock. 

1\fr. McNARY. Very well. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed unanimous-consent 

agreement as modified will be read. 
The CHIEF CI.E&K. As modified, the proposed unanimous 

agreement reads: 
It is agreed by unanimous consent that after 2 o'clock p. m. on 

the calendar day of Wednesday, May 8, no Senator shall speak more 
than once or longer than 20 minutes upon the pending amendment of 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] to strike out section 10 as 
amended, relating to the debenture plan. 

The VIOEJ PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
for unanimous-consent agreement? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the request of the Senator 
from Oregon as it has been read relates to the motion of the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON]. Why does he not pro
vide in the proposed agreement for a vote upon that amendment, 
any other amendment that may be pending at the time, and upon 
the bill? 

Mr. McNARY. The pending motion is that made by the Sena
tor· .. from Indiana to strike out section ·10, referring to the 
debenture plan, and most of the discussion, of course, will be on 
that amendment. 
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Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I state to the ·senator ' 

ifom Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] that practically all the debate 
heretofore bas related to the motion of the Senator from In
diana, that other amendments ·have not yet been ·actually pre
sented or considered, and I think it will be sufficient for the 
present to secure an agreement as to taking a vote on that 
amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think the debate bas covered everything 
under the sun. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It usually does. 
Mr. DILL. I do not understand that by granting unanimous 

consent Senators will be limited in their speeches to a discussion 
only of the debenture plan, but that they may discuss the entire 
bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Technically the pending ques
tion is the motion to strike out the debenture plan, and when any 
Senator speaks it will be construed that be is addressing his 
arguments to that subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the unani
mous-consent agreement? The Chair hears none, and it is 
entered into. 

SWEARING IN OF SENATOR SHIPSTEAD BY THE CHIEF CLERK 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
the following report. which will be read and filed. 

The report was read and placed on file, as follows : 
WASHINGTON, D. C., -May .j, 1929. 

Hon. CHARLES CURTIS, 
President of the Senate. 

SIR: In accordance with your designation of me, under authority of 
Senate Resolution 52, agreed to on the calendar day of May 3, 1929. to 
administer the oath of office to HENRIK SHIPSTEAD, Senator elect from 
the State of Minnesota, I have the honor to report that I this day ad
ministered to Mr. SHIPSTEIAD the oath of office prescribed by section 
1757 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, being the form of 
oath administered to Members of the Senate, to which Mr. SmPSTEAD 
subscribed. 

I have the honor to be, very respectfully, 
JOHN C. "CROCKETT, 

Ohief merk United States Senate. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented the following joint resolution 
of the Legislature of the St_ate of W~onsin, which was referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor: 

STATI!I OF WISCONSIN. 
Senate Joint Resolution 19 

Joint resolution memorializing the Congress of the United States to 
enact legislation to continue the Federal appropriation for maternity 
and infancy welfare 

Whereas the Sheppard-Towner maternity and infancy Jaw, enacted by 
the Congress in 1921, expires by operation of law on June 30, 1929 ; and 

Whereas the purpose and intent of the law is to reduce maternity and 
infant mortality with the cooperation of the several States; and 

Whereas 43 States, including Wisconsin, have inaugurated and main
tained this most important work in cooperation with the Federal Gov
ernment with remarkable success; and 

Whereas a bill is now pending in Congress, known as the Newton 
bill (H. R. 14070), which proposes an annual appropriation of $1,000,000 
to the Children's Bureau for continuing the work done by the said 
bureau and the several States to promote the welfare and hygiene of 
mothers and children and aid in the reduction of infant and maternal 
mortality: Therefore be it 

Resowed by the senate (the assembly concurring), That the Legisla
ture of the State of Wisconsin respectfully memorialize and urge the 
Congress of the United States to pass the Newton bill for maternity 
and infancy welfare and hygiene, or a substantially similar bill ; and 
be it further 

Resowed, That a copy of this resolution properly attested be sent to 
the President of the United States, to the presiding officer of each House 
of the Congress, and to each Wisconsin 1\fember thereof. 

liENitY A. HUBER, 
President of the Senate. 

0. G. MUNSON, 
Ohief Olerk of the Senate. 

CHARLES B. PERRY, 
Speaker of the Assembly. 

C. E. SHAFF-'"&, 
Ohief OZerk of the Assembly. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE also presented the following joint reso
lution of the Legislature of the State of-Wisconsin, which was 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry : 

STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
Joint Resolution 58 A 

Joint resolution memorializing Congress to grant Federal aid for State 
reforestation 

Whereas vast areas of land in Wisconsin have been recklessly denuded 
of timber ; and 

Whereas this area comprising millions of acres is unfit for agriculture 
and not now needed for that purpose ; and 

Whereas the supply of timber is decreasing rapidly and reforestation 
is one of the major problems of our State ; and 

Whereas the State and counties working jointly can aid in reforesting 
but a small portion of the area needing it without excessive taxes; and 

Whereas while the Federal Government now gives some financial aid 
to the States onder the Clark-McNary Act for forest-fire prevention and 
forest planting but does not assist in their reforestation undertakings: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the assembly (the senate concurring), That the Legisla
ture of the State of Wisconsin earnestly requests and petitions the 
Congress of the United States to enact legislation to give Federal aid 
toward reforestation by States and counties; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, properly attested, be for
warded to the presiding officers of both Houses of Congress and to the 
Wisconsin Senators and Representatives therein. 

HENRY A. HUBER, 
President of the Senate. 
0. G. MUNSON, 

Ohief Olerk of the Senate. 
CHAS. B. PERRY, 

Speaker of the Assembly. 
C. EJ. SHAFFER, 

Ohief Olerk of the Assembly. 

Mr. BLAINE presented a joint memqrial of the Legislature 
of the State of Wisconsin, praying for the .passage of legislation 
continuing Federal appropriations for maternity and infancy 
welfare and hygiene, which was referred to the Committee .on 
Education and Labor. · . 

(See joint memorial printed in full when presented 'to-day 
by Mr. LA FoLLE.rTE. . 

He also· presented a joinLmemorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Wisconsin, praying for the passage of legislation grant~ 
ing },ederal aid for State reforestation, which was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

{See joint memorial printed in full when presented to-day by 
Mr. LA FoLLEr.rTE. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the directors Of the 
National Cooperative Milk Producers' 'Federation, approved by 
the Milltown Cooperative Creamery Company, of Milltown, Wis., 
favoring the imposition of tariff duties "that will give the full 
extent of protection to producers of dairy and other aglicultural 
products," which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

CARE OF WORLD WAR VE'I'ERANS 

Mr. BLE.ASE. Mr. President, there has been considerable 
complaint with reference to the want of proper facilities for 
the care of war veterans in the hospitals all over the country. 
I ask to have printed in the RECORD and referred to the Com
mittee on .Appropriations copies of correspondence I have had 
with Hon. Frank T. Hines, Director of the Veterans' Bureau; 
Hon. James W. Good, Secretary of War; and Hon. Pah·ick J. 
Hurley, Acting Secretary of War. 

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD and referred to the Committee· on Appro
priations, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., April 2, 1929. 
Hon. JAMES W. Goon, 

Secretary of War, War Department, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am in receipt of a. number of complaints from 

South Carolinians, both from within and without my State, with refer
ence to a woeful lack of hospitalization facilities for veterans of the 
World War. From Information which I have received I surmise that 
this condition is general in other States. 

It is really a serious and most distressing situation, for, in many 
instances, where the order for hospital treatment has been granted 
the sick or wounded veteran is unable to procure an assignment for 
the reason that the Government hospitals are overcrowded with such 
patients and no cots or beds are available. 

I am writing to inquire whether, by any construction of the law, the 
W.ar Department could cooperate with the Veterans' Bureau and other 
Government agencies !n providing some means during the present emer
gency for the relief of these sick and disabled veterans. I would like 
for you ro advise me to what extent the Army hospitals, physicians, 
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nurses, supplies, cots, etc., could be applied to this purpose and if 
any contingent or emergency appropriations could be used therefor. 

Thanking you for your courtesy and with assurances of my esteem, 
I ;up., 

Very respectfully, 

Bon. COLE L. BLEASE, 

COLE L. BLEASE. 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, April 6, 1929. 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR BLEASE : I am in receipt of your letter Of the 2d 

instant relative to hospital facilities for World War veterans. 
The matters referred to will receive prompt consideration, and I shall 

be pleased to inform you further as soon as possible. 
Sincerely yours, 

Bon. COLE L. BLE.ABE, 

JAMES W. GOOD, 
Secrotary of War. 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, April 10, 1929. 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR BLEASE : Further reference is made to your letter of 

April 2, 1929, relative to hospital facilities for World War veterans. 
The Medical Department of the Army is now cooperating and stands 

ready at all times to ·continue cooperating with the Veterans' Bureau 
to the fullest extent possible in the hospitalization of Veterans' Bureau 
bene1iciaries. 

The allotment of beds in Army hospitals made by the Medical Depart
ment to the Veterans' Bureau is 2,040 for the current fiscal year, which, 
I regret to state, is all that can possibly be spared without detriment to 
the personnel of the Military Establishment. The only way that an 
increase in this allotment can be made would be an increase of Medical 
Department personnel, new hospital construction, and larger appro
priations for medical supplies. 

Trusting that you will appreciate the attitude of the War Depart
ment in this matter, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
PATRICK J. HURLEY, 

Acting Secretary of War. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., April 3, 19~. 
Bon. FnANK T. HINES, 

Director United States Veterans' Bureau, 
Washittgton, D. 0. 

DEAR MR. DIRECTOR: I am in receipt of a number of complaints 
from South Carolinians within and without my State with reference 
to the lack of hospitalization facilities for veterans of the World War. 
It is a most. distressing situation, for in many instances where the 
need for hospital treatment is evidenced by an order for same it is 
denied for the reason that the Government hospitals are crowded with 
such patients and no cots or beds are available. 

I have this day written the Secretary of War requesting that he 
advise me whether or not it would be feasible for his department 
to cooperate with the Veterans' Bureau by furnishing Army hospitals, 
doct'Ors, nurses, supplies, cots., etc., where available to relieve this 
situation. It appears to be an emergency which demands attention 
and I would like to know if there are any contingent appropriations 
which might be used in a matter of this nature. 

I am sure that you will agree with me that a sick or wounded or 
disabled veteran who is in need of attention should have the best that 
the Government can afford to give him, and when they are being 
turned away daily because of insufficient accommodations it becomes 
a matter of grave concern for every Government official and private 
citizen of this country. 

Thanking you for your courteous attention to this subject and with 
assurances of my esteem, I have the honor to be 

Very respectfully, 

Bon. CoLE L. BLEASE, 

COLE L. BLEASE. 

UNITED STATES VETERANS' BOilEAU, 
Washington, ApriZ 1~, 1929. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENATOR BLEASE: This will acknowledge receipt of your 

letter of April 3, 1929, concerning the reported lack of hospital facili
ties fot· veterans of the \Vorld War. 

It is true that this bureau is experiencing some difficulty in meet
ing the immediate demands of veterans for Government hospital ac
commodations. This condition, however, is confined almost entirely 
to the psychotic, or mental, type of case, and has been brought about 
by the demands of veterans with disabilities not attributable to mili
tary service in the World War. That the bureau has been able to 
meet the hospital demands of both the service-connected and non-service
connected cases of the tuberculous and general medical and surgical 

types without any particular difficulty ls evidenced by the fact that 
there are now in Government hospitals throughout the country 1,636 
unoccupied beds for patients with tuberculous conditions, and 1,160 
unoccupied beds for patients with general medical and surgical condi
tions, notwithstanding that the non-service-connected cases of these 
types now hospitalized represent approximately 44 per cent and 67 per 
cent, respectively, of the total hospital load for both types. It might 
be mentioned that the Congress has not yet definitely indicated the 
extent to which it desireS' to provide hospital facilities for patients 
whose disabilities have not been adjudged to be of service origin. 

In my letter to you of March 8, 1929, I mentioned the plans of the 
bureau with respect to the future.enlargement program of the veterans' 
hospitals at Atlanta and Augusta, Ga., both of which are available to, 
and utilized by, veterans resident in South Carolina. In addition, I 
spoke of the effort being made to complete as rapidly as possible the 
hospital construction program approved at the first session of the 
Seventieth Congress. This program provides for the acquisition of a 
gross total of approximately 3, 700 beds, the majority of which will be 
for the neuropsychiatric type of case. However, the net increase in 
beds under this program will be but approximately two-thirds of the 
total, as the balance are to replace existing facilities which are either 
structurally unsuitable for indefinire use or located in leased institu
tions. Approximately 40 per cent of the beds to be acquired under this 
authority are now under construction, while the necessary plans are 
being prepared for a number of other major projects. which it is ex
pected will be on the market by June 30 next. In the carrying out of 
this program priority consideration has been given in most instances 
to those projects which will provide beds for neuropsychiatric cases. 
The completion of this program should not only relieve the demand now 
being experienced for neuropsychiatric facilities bot should also equalize 
in certain sections of the country the proportion of beds available for 
non -service-connected cases. 

Your suggestion that the Secretary of War cooperate with this 
bureau in meeting the instant problem bas been noted. The extent 
to which other governmental agencies are cooperating with the Vet
erans' Bureau in the hospitalization of its beneficiaries may best be 
exemplified by the following: The United States Army is operating 
six major hospitals in the United States, located at Hot Springs, 
Ark. ; El Paso, Tex. ; Denver, Colo. ; San Antonio, Tex. ; San Fran
cisco, Calif. ; and Washington, D. C. These hospitals on April 1, 
1929, made available to beneficiaries of this bureau a total of 2,040 
beds, of which number 1,991 were occupied. In addition, this bureau 
on the same date was utilizing the facilities of 13 naval hospitals, 
which made available 3,002 beds, of which number 2,759 were occupied. 
The bureau was also utilizing the facilities of 10 branches of the 
National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. These homes on 
the same date made available to the bureau 1,940 beds, of which 
number 1,584 were occupied. 

The matter of using the hospital facilities at certain military posts 
for the treatment of World War veterans has previously been taken 
up with the War Department. It was decided tllat such a course 
of action would be impractical, due to the fact that the troops at 
these posts were classed ·as "mobile" and, in the event of an emergency, 
the medical officers on duty assigned to the organization would be 
compelled to accompany the troops, should their presence be required 
at a point other than their regular post. 

In conclusion, it is believed that an analysis of the foregoing facts 
will clearly indicate that the bureau is making every effort to meet 
the demands of its beneficiaries for hospital accommodations and 
that the pressure now being experienced comes from the type of case 
that the present approved construction program was designed largely 
to meet. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated. 
Very truly yours, 

FRANK T. HINES, Director. 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

Senator COLE L. BLEASE, 
Washington, D. 0. 

STATIII SERVICE OFFICE, 
Columbia, February 21, 1929. 

DEAR SENATOR: Inadequate provision for hospitalization of veterans 
of World War and Spanish-American War places terri!Jle hardship at 
times. Please use your best efforts in seeing that more beds are 
made available for use of South Carolina veterans. Time and energy 
are wasted trying to get beds here and there--and the veteran waits. 
Hospital extension provided for in May, 1928, at Atlanta has not been 
started. Will you urge the director of Veterans' Bureau to have 
work started on this without further delay, and in the meantime 
make prGvision for South Carolina veterans until completed. We 
need more beds, especially for mental cases. 

I am writing all Congr-essmen as also Sen a tor SMITH on this also, 
and ask the combined efforts of the delegation. It is a worthy cause. 

Your·s very truly, 
E. HENRY CAPPELMA:-!N, 

State Service Of/i.oer. 
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WASHINGTON,, D. C., March 1, 19!9. 

Ron. FRANK T. RINKS, 
Director Unitea State& Veterans' Bureau, 

WasMngton, D. a. 
DEAR MR. DIRECTOR : Senator BLEASE begs to inclose herewith for 

your attention a communication received from the Bon. E. Henry Cap
pelmann, State service officer, Columbia, S. C., which is self-explanatory. 

The Senator js very much interested in this situation, and will appre
ciate very highly indeed your good offices in behalf of the veterans who 
are sorely in need of Immediate attention and are to be affected by the 
provisions cited in Mr. Cappelmann's letter. 

Very respectfully, 

Ron. CoLE L. BLEASE, 

JoHN D. LoNG, Secretary. 

UNITED STATES VETimANS' BUREAU, 
Washington, March 8, 1929. 

Unitea States Senate, Washington, D. a. 
MY DEAR SENATOR BLEASE ~ This will acknowledge receipt or your 

letter of March 1, 1929, transmitting to this bureau a communication 
addressed to you by the Hon. Henry E. Cappelmann, State service 
officer, Columbia, S. C., concerning the need for additional hospital lx>ds 
for veterans resident in South Carolina, and urging that the approved 
enlargement program at Atlanta be expedited. 

You are advised that the hospital-construction program of the Vet
erans' Bureau, which wns approved at the first session of the Seventieth 

· Congress, and which contained an amount for increasing the capacity 
of the Atlanta Hospital to 200 beds, is. being completed as rapidly as 
conditions permit and sound. judgment dictates. It will be appreciated 
that it is difficult at times in the carrying out of an extensive program 
to determine those projects which should receive priority consideration. 
However, preliminary plans have been drawn and surveys made of the 
Atlanta project, and it -is expected to have this work under contract at 
least by the coming summer. 

That the bureau has recognized the need for additional beds for 
mental cases developiig in South Carolina is evidenced by the fact that 
provision was made in the construction program recently submitted to 
the Congress for the erection of additional patient facilities at Augusta, 
Ga., which institution iS now treating most of the mental hospital load 
from South Carolina. As you are undoubtedly aware, this program 
failed of passage, but, independent of this, the bureau is making a 
detailed study of its probable future hospital requirements as the pos
sible nucleus of a further construction program, and you may rest 
assured that the needs of South Carolina will receive every considera
tion in that regard. In the meantime the bureau will make every effort 
to complete the present approved program as rapidly as possible and at 
the same time, wherever indicated and practicable, will develop its 
existing facilities so as to meet changes in the hospital load. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated. 
The letter addressed to you by Mr. Cappelmann is being returned 

herewith for your disposition. 
Very truly yours, 

FRANK T. HINES, Director. 

FRESH FRUITS AND VIDETABLES 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. :Mr. President, I submit a tele
gram relating to the amendment to the pending bill proposed 
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] excluding fresh 
fruits and vegetables from the operations of the pending bill. 
I ask that the telegram may be printed in the RECORD for the 
information of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie on 
the table and be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

INDIANAPOLIS, IND., Ma11 ~. 1929. 
Hon. JOSEPH T. ROBINSON, 

Senate Of/ice Builaing, Washington, D. 0.: 
1 am sincerely hopeful that you will be able to actively support Sen

ator McNARY's amendment excluding fruits and vegetables from the 
operation or the farm relief bill. Changes affecting an industry that 
has never yet :failed in the marketing and distribution of the :fruits 
and vegetable cropS- of this country could easily prove more barm:ful 
than the ills sought to be cured. The fresh fruit and vegetable industry 
has, in the main, functioned adequately and efficiently in the distribu
tion of crops and in the absence of any showing of the probability of 
improvement no good reason appears why fruits and vegetables should 
not be excluded. I believe this view is shared not only by large and 
successful cooperative marketing associations but is representative of 
the feeling of an overwhelming majority of the actual individual dis
tributors. My good friend Congressman LUDLOW, I believe, feels the 
same way. 

L. :T. KEACH, 
ahairman Advisory Board, 

National League of aomm-!ssion Merc'll4nts of the United StateJJ. 

1\fr. GLASS. Mr. President, I present various telegrams and 
letters from fruit growers in Virginia asking that fruits be ex-

eluded from the operations of the so-called farm relief bill. I 
ask that they may be printed in the RECORD, following this 
presentation of them. . 

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the REOORD, as follows. 

WINCHESTER, VA., April SO, 1929. 
Senator CARTEB GLASS: 

Regarding Senate Bill No. 1, there is some little discussion in the 
apple industry concerning the surplus-control feature. This is included 
in subsection b of section 6 of the bill. Spea.king as president of the 
Virginia Horticultural Society, l think that apples and peaches should 
be excluded from the surplus--control feature. I see no objections to the 
other provisions of the bill and am of the opinion that apples and 
peaches should remain in the bill except for the purposes of surplus 
control. 

Senator CARTER GLASS, 
Washi~gton, D. a.: 

T. B. BYRD. 

ROANOKE, VA., Apn1 so, 1929. 

As exporter of thousand cars Virginia apples can see nothing but ill 
effects from a stabilization corporation that might affect Virginia apples. 
It would certainly stop the foreign buyer and financier from coming into 
this country when he could not judge as to bow fruit would be dumped 
on him ; and a hold-back in perishable products only makes ruinous 
gluts later. We would like to see apples excluded from the farm relief 
bill, if possible. 

JlilN1<1NGS BROS. & EASTER. 

RICHMOKD, VA., May 1, 1929. 
Ron. CARTER GLAss : 

Every member of the Richmond branch of National League of Com
mission Merchants United States urgently requests elimination of fresh 
fruits and vegetables from Senate bill No. 1 on the broad grounds . that 
their perishability requires highly complex, intricate marketing system, 
and any disturbance thereof may cause hardship rather than relief con
t emplated by the bill. Further, think elimination pending opportunity 
to observe the effects this legislation will have on staple commo<lities 
very necessary. 

RICHMOND BRANCH NATIONAL LEAGUE OF 
COMMISSION MERCHANTS, 

W. C. CRENSHAW, Secretary. 

WAYNESBORO, VA., May 2, 1!JZ!J. 
Bon. CARTER GLASS, M. C., 

Washington, D. a. 
DEAR SIR: As a grower and dealer in apples, I believe that the farm 

relief bill would be detrimental, and I trust therefore that you can see 
your way clear to do everything in your power to have apples excluded 
from the biU. 

Very truly, 
W. G. ELLISON. 

ROANOKE, VA., April 25, 19£9. 
The Ron. CARTER GLAss, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR SIR: We market the apples packed at our cooperative packing 

house at Coling, Va., which is located about 9 miles from Roanoke, 
in the heart of the Botetourt fruit-producing section ; and God knows. 
that it is a heartbreaking task to get profitable prices for the growers 
on this frujt even when everything is going smoothly and the markets 
are not disturbed by action of the Government. 

Since you are from this part of Virginia, you IDust be acquainted 
with the difficulties of the fruit growers and realize that their business 
Is sufficiently difficult without it being made more so. 

Without a doubt, there are people assisting in the passage of this 
legislation who are absolutely sincere. But we can not help feeling 
that the present legislation is utterly impractical and is to the direct 
disadvantage of both the farmer and the consumer in this country. The 
passage of this bill will undoubtedly lead to a heavy loss by the Gov
ernment, which, of course, will have to be borne by the taxpayers, and 
will undoubtedly create worse conditions in the future for the farmer. 

We do not know how you stand on this legislation, but we sincerely 
hope that you are opposed to it. But even if you are in favor of it, 
won't you please exclude apples froml this bill? 

Very truly yours, 
THE BOTETOURT P .ACKIKG AssociATION (INC.), 
J. RAPPE MYERS, Jr., President. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask to have incorporated in the RECORD 
numerous telegrams which I have received with reference to 
keeping in the farm bill the fruit provision. 

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 
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HAZLEHURST, MISS., May 5, 19!9. 

PAT HARRISON, Washington, D. 0.: 
Growers here consider that fruits and vegetables should be fully pro· 

tected in the farm relief bill, with the same rights and privileges given 
to other commodities, and you are urged to take steps to protect the 
truck growers interested in this section. 

M. S. McNEIL. 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS, Miss., May tJ, 19!9. 
Senator PAT IIARRISON, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
Our growers consider vitally necessary that participation fruits 

and vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill, with all 
privileges, aid, benefits, without restriction. 

UNITED GROWERS OF CRYSTAL SPRINGS. 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS, MISS., May !J, 19!9. 
Senator PAT HARRISON, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
Our growers consider vitally necessary that participation fruits 

and vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill. with 
all privileges, aid, benefits, without restriction. 

Hon. PAT HARRISON, 

MISSISSIPPI VEGETABLE UNION (INC,), 
W. H. RUSSUM, Manager. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA.., May 8, 19!9. 

Senator, United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
Sincerely trust you will oppose Senator McNARY's amendment to farm 

relief bill, striking out fruit and vegetable growers, who represent a 
vast proportion of our southern farmers, and whose welfare contributes 
very materially to the South's prosperity. They are as much entitled 
to relief as the growers of grain or any other staple commodity. 

Hon. PAT HARRISON, 

F. W. REIMERS, 
Pres·ident Southern Pine Association. 

lo---

MERIDIAN, MISS., May !J, 19!9. 

Care of United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
We urge reinstatement of fruits and vegetables to full participation 

of provisions of farm relief bill. 
MARION STRA WBEBRY GROWERS' ASSOCIATION. 

BRADENTON, FLA., May 3, 19Z9, 
United States Senator PAT HARRISON, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
Fruit and vegetable growers certainly entitled to same benefits as 

producers any other commodities. Being sales manager handling over 
3,000 cars for cooperative associations, urge complete reinstatement of 
fruit and vegetables to tully participate all benefits of farm relief. 
Frankly, we need relief more than some other commodities. Why pick 
on us? 

C. W. GARNER. 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS, MISS., May IJ, ln9. 
Senator PAT HARRISON, 

Was114ngton, D. 0.: 
Our growers consider vitally necessary that participation fruits and 

vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill with all privi
leges and benefits without restriction. 

TRUCK GROWEBS ASSOCIATION (INC.). 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a letter from the National Horticultural Council 
objecting to the amendment eliminating fruit from the pending 
farm relief bill : 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECoRD, as follows: 

CHICAGO, ILL., May 3, In9. 
Senator ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 

Unitea States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR SIR: We note that an amendment was introduced to the farm 

bill to eliminate fruits and vegetable from its operation. We object 
strenuously to this amendment and ask your vigorous opposition to the 
same. 

The fruit and vegetable industries are in serious condition the same 
as general farming. Cost-accounting studies and surveys in a number 
of the States show this to be the case. 

Fruit and vegetable growers deserve the same benefits from the farm 
relief bill as all other agricultural producers. It would be unjust dis
crimination to refuse these growers the benefits which we believe will 
come from this measure. 

It is our belief that this amendment is fostered by dealer or shipping 
intet·ests, There are a number of dealer organizations who style them-

selves as shippers and in this capacity presume to speak for growers. It 
is entireiy improper for them to do so. It is true that some growers 
are members of these organizations, but they are members as shippers 
and not as growers. 

The Natio;tal Horticultural Council is a distinctly grower organiza· 
tion. It has in its membership only growers, horticultural societies, 
and cooperative fruit and vegetable organizations. There are no con· 
tlicting interests of any kind. The council represents 45 organizations 
distributed over the entire country and in addition large numbers of 
individual growers who are not members of organizations, We are cer
tain it represents a larger number of actual growers of fruits and vege
tables than any other organization in the country. 

Very truly yours, 
NATIONAL HORTICULTURAL COUNCIL, 
C. E. DuRST, FJa:ecutive Secretary. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I present certain telegrams from sundry 
fruit associations in North Carolina and one from Mr. Paul 
Garret, of Penn Yan, N. Y., in regard to the elimination of fruit 
and vegetables from the farm relief bill, which I ask may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECoRD, as follows: 

BAYBORO, N. C., May 4, 1929. 
Senator LEE S. OVERMAN : 

Our association is one oldest cooperative third district. Urge full 
participation fruits and vegetables in all provisions of farm relief bill . .. 
Failure to do so we regard gross injustice our growers. 

PAhtLICO GROWERS' ASSOCIATION. 

WILMINGTON, N. C., May S, 19!9. 
Hon. LEE S. OVERMAN, Senator: 

Our association one oldest cooperative this district. Urge full particl· 
pation fruits and vegstables in all provisions of farm relief bill. Failure 
to do so we regard gross injustice our growers. 

WILMINGTON COOPERATIVIil TRUCK GR~ERS' ASSOCIATION. 

Senator LEII S. OVERMAN, 
Wash4ngton, D. 0.: 

FAIRMONT, N. C., May S, 19Z9. 

Our association, an old corporation, urges full participation in all pro
visions pertaining to fruits, vegetables, and potatoes of our farm relief 
bill Failure to do so will be regarded an injustice to our growers. 

FAIRMONT TRUCKERS' ASSOCIATION, 
0. I. FLOYD, Secretary ana Treasurer, 

PENN YAN, N. Y., May ,f, 1929. 
Senator OvERMAN, 

Senate Offl,ce Builfling: 
Am advised McNary resolution cuts out fruits and vegetables from 

help in farm relief bill. Have been working for years to get relief for 
our grape growers along sound business lines. McNary resolution would 
injure greatly the improved prospects of our growet·s and atrect a large 
section in this State unfavorably. Please use all your influence to secure 
any legislation helping the grape industry. 

PAUL GARRET. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I have a telegram from the chair
man of the Ohio Farm Bureau in opposition to the proposal to 
eliminate fruits and vegetables from the provisions of the pend
ing bill. I ask that the telegram be read by the clerk in view of 
the fact that it is similar to a great number of other telegrams 
on the same subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read. 

The Chief C1erk read as follows: 
COLUMBUS, OHIO, May 4, 19~. 

Bon. SIMEON D. FESS, 
Senate Office Building: 

Amendment to McNary bill eliminating fruit and vegetables as agrf. 
cultural commodities should be defeated. 

L. B. PALMER. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegram will lie on the table. 
Yr. FLETCHER. 1\Ir. President, I have some telegrams from 

various citrus-fruit interests in Florida, protesting against the 
elimination of fresh vegetables and fruits from the operations 
of the pending bill. I will not burden the RECORD by reading the 
telegrams, but they are to the effect I have stated. I will, how
ever, mention the names of the senders. The telegrams have 
been received from the following: The Clewiston (Fla.) Vege
table Growers' Association; Allen E. Walker, president Florida 
Citrus Growers' Clearing House Association; Nocatee (Fla.) 
Vegetable Growers' Association; Clyde A. Bird, president of 
the Seminole County, ·Fla., Chamber of Commerce ; Florida East 
Coast Growers' ASSQciation; the secretary of the Fort Pierce, 
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Fla., Chamber of Commerce, and other organizations and citizens 
of Fort Pierce; the Bartow, Fla., Chamber of Commerce; and 
L. M. Rhodes, of Jacksonville, Fla.; and also a letter from the 
National Horticultural Council of Chicago, Ill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegrams referred to by the 
Senator from Florida will lie on the table. 

CLEWISTON, FLA.1 May ~~ 19£9. 
Senator DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

Benate Ohan~ber: 
We respectiully :urge -defeat of amendment- excluding fruits and vege

tables from benefits of farm- relief blll. We want full benefits this 
legislation for our growers. Believe this amending is advocated indi
rectly by organized interests not friendly to our growers• interests. 

CLEWI.STON VEGETABLE GROWER.s' AssociATION, 

WINTERHAVEN, FLA., May~. 1929. 

. )enator DUNCAN. U. 'FLETCHER, 
United States Benate: 

Umlerstand Senator McNARY introdueed amendment !arm bill .exclud
ing fruit and vegetables its benefits. Serious matter. Please advise 
status of affairs. 

ALLEN E. WALKER, 
President Florida Citrus G-rowers' Clearing House A.ssaoiati~n. 

Bon. DuNCAN U. FLilTCHER, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

ARCADIA, FLA., Jf ay ~ 19!9. 

Producers of fruits and vegetables need farm relief more than some 
other commodity groups. We are surprised at amendment to farm 
bill which deprives us of ·such benefits, and urgently request defeat of 
this amendment or any other whieh may be offered to prevent our 
growers from getting fullest benefits of such legtslation. 

"NOCATEE VEGETABLE GROW~S' ASSOClATION. 

'SANFORD, l<'LA., May ~. 19!9. 
DUNCA'N U. FLETCHER, 

Senator, Washi.ngton, D. 0.: 
Informed effort will be made in Senate to eliminate frults and vege

tables from the benefits of new agricultural bill. Seminole County 
Chamber of Commerce protests against such discrimination and urge you 
oppose ·such actio.ns with all your power. 

CLYDE A. BYRD, P·re8ident. 

MIAMi, FLA., May 4, 19Z9. 
Senator D. U. FLETCHER, 

Senate Office BuUcling, Washington, D. 0.: 
We consider the packing, warehousing facilities, and credit features 

of pending farm Telief bill in Senate are of great value to fruit and 
vegetable growers and shipping organizations. We understand Senator 
McNARY has entered an amendment eliminating fruit and vegetables 
from the bill. To deny Federal aid to producers of fruit and vegetahles 
and grant aid to producers other commodities grossly unfair, and we ask 
that fruits and vegetables be indnded for full participation all pro
visionf'l farm relief bill. 

FLORIDA EAST COA.ST GROWERS' ASSOCIATION. 

FORT PIERCE, FLA., May 4, 1929. 

Hon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. 0.: 

Absolutely neeessary that provision in farm relief bill pertaining to 
help for fruits and vegetables be retained. Any representation to the 
contrary unquestionably prompted by parties not having best interest of 
growers at heart. 

W. I. Fee, chairman St. Lucie County Growers League ; Franklyn 
Tyler, president Kiwanis Club; Mrs. D. H. Saunders, presi
dent Fort Pierce Women's Club; T. H. Banes, city manager; 
Homer Needles, president Fort Pierce Growers .Association • 
J. W. Brewer, commander .American Legion; J. P. Newell: 
president Rotary Club ; Margaret Frere, president Business 
and Professional Women's Club; C. H. Edwards, county 
commissioner ; R. L. Goodwin, secretary Fort Pierce Real 
Estate Board; B. R. Kessler, secretary Fort Pierce Chamber 
of Commerce. 

CHICAGO, ILL., May 8, M9. 
Senator DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

United States Senate, Washington, ·n. 0. 
DEAR SIR: We note that an amendment was introduced to the farm bill 

to eliminate fruits and vegetables from its operation. We object strenu
Ollllly to this amendment and ask your vigorous opposition to the same. 

The fruit and vegetable industries are in serious condition the same 
as general farming. Cost accounting studies and surveys in a number 
of the States show this to be the case, 

Fruit a.nd vegetable growers deserve the same benefits from the fa rm 
relief bill as all other agricultural producers. It would be unjust dis
crimination to refuse these growers the benefits which we believe will 
come-from this meM!ure. 

It is our belief that this amendment is fostered by dealer or shipping 
interests. There are a number of dealer organizations who style them
selves as shippers and in this eapacity presume to speak for growers. 
It is entirely improper for them to do so. It is true that some growers 
are members. -()f these organizations, but they are members as shippers 
and not as growers. 

The National Horticultural Council is a distinctly grower organiza-
tion. It has in its membership only growers, horticultural societies, and 

. cooperative fruit and vegetable organizations. 'l'hEll'e are no conflicting 
interests of any kind. The council represents 45 organizations dis- · 
tribtrted over the entire country, and in addition large numbers of indi
vidual growers who are not members of organizations. We are certain 
it represents a larger number of actual growers of fruits and vegetables 
than any other organization in the country. 

Very truly yours, 

Hon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

NATIONAL HORTICULTURAL COUNCIL, 
C. E. DURST, Ea:ecutive Secretary. 

BARTOW, FLA., May 6, 19!9. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
McNary amendment to farm relief bill, excluding fruit and yegetable 

growers from benefit o:f bill, would work hardship to growe1·s of Florida, 
and tbis organization hopes it will not be .permitted to pass. 

BARTOW CHAMBE'R OF CoMMERCE. 

-;fACKSONVILLE, FLA., May 6, 19£9. 
Ron. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

United States Senate: 
Received .i.ollowing telegram from E. W. Stillwell~ California Vine

yardists .Ass.odation : 
''.Advised National League Commission Merchants Western Fruit 

Jobbers will foster new amendments to prevent fruits and vegetables 
forming stabilization corporations, thus removing all ehances of financial 
assistance to these industries. New amendments will appear to-tporrow 
morning for vote, therefore necessary wires go to-day protesting this 
latest move of receivers to prevent perishable industry getting help 
through· Government financing. We are inshrting perishables are entitled 
to same help a.s other erops ; in fact, need it worse. Please act quick. 
Thanks." 

By all means le t the fruit -and vegetable growers have equal privileges 
with all other agricultural producers. 

L. M. RHODES. 

M:r. SJ;:rtfMONS. Mr. President, I have quite a number of 
telegrams and letters protesting against the elimination of 
fruits and vegetables from the operations of the bill, or the fail
ure to include them, whichever may be the case. I have left the 
letters and telegrams at my offi..ce, but I desire to have permis
sion to put them in the _RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission is 
granted. 

The telegrams were ordered to lie on the table, as follows: 
BAYBORO, N. C., Ma11 ~' 1929. 

Senator F. M. SanroNs: 
Our association i.s one of the oldest cooperative, in the third district. 

Urge fuii participation fruits and vegetables in all provisions of farm 
relief bill. Failure to do so we regard gross injustiC-e to our growers. 

PAMLICO GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 

DURHAlii, N. C., May 4, 1929. 
Senator F. M. SrM~IONS: 

We respectfully urge defeat of amendment excluding fruits and vege
tables from benefits of farm relief bill. We want full ben~fits of this 
legislation for our growers. Belleve this amendment is advocated· indi
rectly by organized interests not friendly to our growers' interest. 

PrNEHURST FOOD PRODUCTS CORPORATION. 

Senator F. M. SIMMONS, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

FAIRMONT, N. C., May 3, 1929. 

Our association, an old eorporation, urges full participation in all 
provisions pertaining to fruits, vegetables, and potatoes of our farm re
lief bill. Failure to do so will be regarded an injustice to our growers. 

FAIRMONT TlWCKERS' AssociATI<>N, 
0. I. FLoYD, Secretary and Treasurer. 

Mr. HATFIELD presented telegrams relative to the provision 
covering fresh fruits and vegetables in the pending farm relief 
bill, which were ordered to lie .on the table and to be printed in 
the REooiiD, as follows : 
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MAY 1, 1929. 

Senator HENRY D. HATFIELD, 
United States Senate: 

Want fresh fruits, vegetables eliminated Senate bill 1. Account per
ishability requires intricate marketing systems. Fear any disturl>
ance cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not elimi
nate pending opportunity observe effects legislation on staple commodi
ties before including? 

Senator BIINRY D. HATFIELD, 

C. A. &OBRECHT Co., 
Wholesale Fruits ana Vegetables. 

MAY 1, 1929. 

United States Senate: 
Want fresh fruits, vegetables eliminated Senate bill 1. Account per

ishability requires intricate marketing systems. Fear any disturb
ance cause us more hardships rather than betterment. Why not elimi
nate pending opportunity observe effects legislation on staple commodi
ties before including? 

Senator B. D. HATFIELD : 

JEBBIA & METZ, 
Wholesale Fruits and Vegetables. 

MAY 1, 1929. 

Representing· growers with tonnage ranging from 1,000 to 1,500 cars 
apples per year, I am, at their- suggestion, wiring you to - request that 
you lend your efforts in opposition to the inclusion of apples in any 
phase of the farm relief bill. The apple industry on sound basis. Does 
not need this so-called relief. 

J. F. WILSON. 

MAY 1, 1929. 
Senator H. D. HATFIELD, 

Senate Office BuikUng: 
Exclusion of apples and pears from farm relief blll most vital to the 

welfare of orchardists of State. Please lend your efforts to exclusion of 
same in farm relief bill now pending. 

WEST VIRGINIA. HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY. 

APRIL 30, 1929. 
Senator H. D. HATFIELD, 

Senate Office Building: 
We are bitterly opposed farm relief bill including perishables. Can 

see no help constructive nature as outcome and contrary detrimental 
results are obvious. Any governmental gesture in the exporting of per
ishables most hazardous to a now satisfactory situation. As largest 
producers apples in Appalachian section, we demand your support in 
the exclusion of perishables from farm relief bill. 

AMERICAN FRUIT GROWERS. 

MAY 4, 1920. 
Senator HENRY D. HATFIELD : 

Request that you support amendment to farm relief bill excluding 
fruits and vegetables. 

J. G. MAPLES. 

MAY 1, 1929. 
Senator HENRY D. HATFIELD, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. a.: 
Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per

ishability. Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance 
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not eliminate 
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities 
before indulging? 

w. H. METZNER. 

MAY 1, 1929. 
Senator HENRY D. HATFIELD, 

United States Sooate, WasMngton, D. a.: 
Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per

ishability. Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance 
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not eliminate 
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities 
before indulging? 

Senator HENRY D. HATFIELD, 

FRANK J. GARDNER, 
Wholesale Produce. 

MAY 1, 1929. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per

ishability. Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance 
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not el_iminate 
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities 
b£>fore indulging? 

CHESTER FRANZELL & Co. 

Senator H. D. HATFIELD, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

MARTINSBUBG, W. VA. 

We strenuously object discrimination against frult and vegetable 
producers, and respectfully request reinstatement fruits and vegetables 
to secure full benefit all provision farm relief bill. 

INwOOD FRUIT GROWERS CLUB. 

l\ir. JONES. Mr. President, one day last week the matter 
of eliminating fruits came up for .discussion. I was necessarily 
absent. In view of the fact that there are many telegrams be
ing presented now with reference to the matter, I have one 
telegram of the many which I have received which I desh·e 
to ask may be read. The other telegrams I will not insert in 
the RECORD and probably will not present them to the Senate 
until the matter comes up, but I ask that this telegram from 
one of our leading com.me1·cial organizations engaged in the fruit 
business may be read with reference to the exclusion especially 
of apples and pears from the provisions of the pending bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will 
read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows : 

Hon. WESLEY L. JONES, 
Washtingtoon, D. 0.: 

YAKIMA, WASH., May 1, 19!9. 

Respectfully urge you to use your efforts to exclude perishables, 
including fruits and vegetables, from provisions of farm relief bill 
now pending in Senate, because marketing of perishables is a highly 
organized and efficiently functioning industry which would be seriously 
disturbed if the bill were made applicable thereto, and any attempt to 
apply provisions of said bill to our industry would utterly demoralize 
it, cause withdrawal of private capital now available in both domestic 
and foreign trade, and cause heavy losses to producers. The perish
able industry is already adequately provided with storage and market
ing facilities. Foreign outlets have been developed to a high degree 
through private enterprise of individual shippers and marketing organi
zations, including cooperatives, and are being constantly expanded into 
new markets. So effective has been the marketing of perishables in 
foreign countries that for the season 1928, with the largest crop of 
apples in history of Northwest, exports of this product have exceeded 
those of any former year, and the prices obtained from foreign markets 
have equaled and at times exceeded those prevailing in domestic 
markets, with general results much better than in former heavy 
crop years. Foreign sales of perishables are being made principally 
at agreed prices f. o. b. shipping points or ports in the United States, 
with foreign capital placed in American banks on safe and sound basis, 
and governmental plans such as are proposed in pending measures will 
wreck the entire fabric of for<>ign trade in perishables that bas been 
built up on sound business principles over a long period of years. The 
undersigned, as a grower owning and operating several thousand acres 
of land devoted to production of fruits and vegetables and as an 
organization specializing in marketing of perishables for thousands 
of growers in all parts of the United States, respectfully urges you 
not to permit our industry to suffer the terrible blow that would fall 
upon it and cause untold losses to ourselves and the growers we 
represent should any attempt be made to revolutionize and demoralize 
our industry under provisions of rile bills now pending tmder the name 
of farm relief. Appreciate that the fanatical and hysterical pressure 
being exerted on all sides in favor these and even more drastic 
provisions presents a serious individual problem to each Senator and 
Congressman, but no man can afford to yield to such pressure, realizing 
the chaos with attendant loss and suffering to millions of growers 
that would follow the application of such revolutionary measures to 
the highly specialized, intricate, and vital business of marketing fruits 
and vegetable-s. Our belief is that proposed law is utterly infeasible 
for perishables a.nd will never be applied thereto, but unless perishables 
are excluded from the bill attempts will be made to apply its provi
sions thereto, resulting in long-drawn-out agitation and controversy, 
which, along with the ever-present potential danger banging over the 
industry, will sti.tle further development and intimidate domestic and 
foreign capital and those engaged in the distribution of perishables. 

AMERICAN FRUIT GROWERS (INC.), 
F. E. MILLER, Regional Manager. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegrams will lie on the 
table. 

Mr. J"ONES. Mr. President, I simply want to say that I 
have, I think, two telegrams from smaller organizations in my 
State taking the opposite position. I will present them when 
the amendment comes up for consideration in connection with 
the bill. 

Mr. J"OHNSON. Mr. President, this is not the appropriate 
time, of course, to discuss the amendment. I do not wish to 
do so; but I can not permit a telegram of that sort to pass 
unchallenged, in view of the hundreds of telegrams that have 
come to me in the last few days of quite the contrary character. 
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In these telegrams that have thus been sent me it is asserted 
that if the amendment in general terms be adopted it will mean 
that this bill will strike at cooperatives the severest blow that 
could possibly be aimed at them in any measure before the 
Congress or that might be presented to the Congress. 

I have not cumbered the RECoRD with the telegrams that 1 
have received, and I do not intend to; but I could not permit 
the one organization that is making the statements that have 
just been read to have those .statements go ro the Senate unchal
lenged in any aspect. 

Mr. GEORGE. ::M:r. President, I d~ire to ask the Senator 
from Washington a question with reference to the telegram 
which he inserted in the RECORD. Is the sender of that tele
gram a commission merchant? Is it an organization in the 
nature of commission merchants? 

Mr. JONES. He says in his telegram that he is a large 
grower. I think the organization is also connected with the 
purchasing and shipment of fruit. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask the Senator, as the tele
gram comes from his State, whether the sender .of the telegram 
is principaUy a commission merchant, an exporter, a dealer~ a 
Inarketer of fruit? 

Mr. JONES. That I do not know. 
Mr. GEORGE. The Senator can not give me any information 

along that line? 
Mr. JONES. None except that which is contained in the 

telegram in which the sender ·states that he is a grower of 
several thousand acres of fruit. · 

Ur. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, in answer to the inquiry of 
the Senator from Georgia, I will state that the American Fruit 
Growers are primarily commission merchants, a marketing 
agency. They do. operate some groves and some :farms. They 
operate practically all over the country. They are probably the 
largest independent marketing agency in the State of Florida, 
for instance.. · . 

Mr. GEORGE. The sender of this telegram? 
Mr. TRAl\llUELL. The American Fruit Growers. They oper

ate pretty well all over the country. They are about the largest 
independent marketing organization in the country. 

-Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I can very well . understand 
how a commission merchant, a . dealer in perishable products, 
would favor the striking from this bill of all provisions relating 
to fruits and vegetables. · 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator that 
I have other telegrams here from some organizations in Yakima 
that I do know are composed of many actual growers of fruits. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the point. 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I think it rather unhappy that 

we should have agreed upon a particular time to vote on a hill 
which nobody seem.s to understand. One Senator rises and _pro
tests against the inclusion of fruits, and i,mmediately another 
one rises and vehemently argues in the other behalf. 

I come from the third largest apple-growing State in the 
Union. The Senator from Washington comes from the first. 
All of the apple and peach growers of Virginia, if I am ac
curately informed, are violently protesting against the inclu
sion of apples -and _peaches an-d pears in this bill. I wonder if 
there is anybody who has thoroughly considered this farm relief 
bill who can tell u.s just exactly what will be the result of the 
inclusion of this provision? 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President~ the Senator speaks of an agree
ment being made to vote on the bill. I do not understand that 
that is the case. 

Mr. GLASS. I simply used that as a text to make a speech. 
Mr. JONES. I expect to discuss this matter when my amend

ment comes· up. 
Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of 

the Senator from Georgia to the fact that the growers of apples 
in the Northwest are int:i,mately connected with the men who 
sell the apples. In fact many of the growers are in merchan
dising organizations ; and it is almost impossible to separate 
the growers from those who are selling the apples, they are so 
united. Therefore it is hardly possible to segregate the grower 
from the organization of the men who sell the fruit. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I realize that what the Sen
ator from Washington says is true. I merely want to repeat 
that I can well understand and appreciate why the commission 
merchant, the merchant in perishable products, will oppose 
the bill as it stands and would desire to amend it; and I can 
also appreciate why a man who is both a grower and a mer
chant, if his merchandising interest predominates, would like
wise desire the same thing. 

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, I have a number of 
telegrams from different producers in Idaho protesting against 
the amendment. I also have a telegram from the governor of 
our State, which I should like to h~v~ ~ead, and a ~elegr!l~ 

from the chamber of commerce of one of the largeSt producing 
communities, which I should like to have read. I do not care to 
encumber the RKt:loRD with the others. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Secretary will read, as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows : 
BOISE, IDAHO, May ~, 19Z9. 

Hon. JOHN THOMAS, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
Am informed the words "fruit and vegetables" have been removed 

from agricultural bill. If this is true, will deprive two of Idaho's im
portant industries of benefits accruing under this proposed agricultural 
relief measure. Strongly urge you use your influence to have fruit and 
vegetable industries included in provisions of this legislation. · 

H. C. BALDRIDGE, Governor, 

CALDWELL, IDAHO, May .f, 19f9. 

Hon. JOHN THOMAS, 

United States Senate: 
All growers maintain it is absolutely necessary . that participating 

fruit and vegetables be reinstated in provisions farm relief bill with 
every privilege and benefit, ·without restriction. Caldwell shipped in 
past four years 2,434 carl~ads fruits and· vegetables. 

. JAt.fES G. SMITH, 

Sec--retary Oald-wen Chambet· of Ootnmerce. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I want to make it plain to 
the Senate that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Gmm}E] has 
put his finger upon the crux of the situation that is presented 
by what has occurred h.ere this morning in relation to the 
amendment to exclude perishable fruits and vegetables; and 
upob. that line the contest undoubtedly will be waged in the 
Senate when the amendment is reached. 

Mr. JONES. :Mr. President, I desire to suggest to the Sen
·ator from California that the amendment I have offered refers 
only· t-o apples and pears. 

Mr . .JOHNSON. I realize that. 
HEARINGS BEFORE SENATE COMMI'l"''ElES 

l\fr. DENEEN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, reported back favorably, 
without amendment, the following Senate resolutions authoriz
ing hearings before various committees, and they were con
sidered by the Senate and agreed to: 

Senate Resolution 39, submitted by Mr. FRAZIER on .April 24, 
1929: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs, o.r any subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to send 
for persons, books, and papers, to admtinister oaths, and to employ a 
stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to report 
such hearings as may be had on any subject before said committee, the 
expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate; 
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during 
the session or recess of the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 40, submitted by Mr. METCALF on April 
24, 1929: 

.Resolved,· That the Committee .on Education and Labor, or any subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to send 
for persons, books, and papers, to ad..minister oaths, and to employ a 
Btenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to report 
such hearings as may be had on any subject before said committee, the 
expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate; 
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during 
any session or recess of the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 41, submitted by Mr. W .ATERMAN on April 
24, 1929: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Patents, or any subcommittee 
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, 
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to 
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, 
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject 
which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the committee. or 
any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of 
the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 43, submitted by Mr. THOMAS of Idaho on 
April 26, 1929 : 

Resolved, That the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, or 
any subcommittee thereof, is hereby authorized during the Seventy-first 
Congress to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer o.aths, 
and to employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 
100 words, to report such hearings as may be had in connection with 
any subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof 
to b~ paid from the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the com-
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mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or 
recesses of the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 44, submitted by Mr. SHoRTRIDGE on April 
26, 1929: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections, or any 
subcommittee thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Seventy
first Congress to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer 
oaths, and to employ a stenographer, .at a cost not exceeding 25 cents 
per 100 words, to report sucl;l bearings as may be bad in connection with 
any subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof 
to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the com
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or 
recesses of the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 46, submitted by Mr. LA Fm.LETrE on April 
29, 1929: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Manufactures, or any subcommittee 
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Seventy-first Congress 
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to 
employ a stenographer, at .a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, 
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject 
which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to be paid out 
of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the committee, or any 
subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of the 
Senate. 

CLERKS TO CHAIRMAN OF MAJORITY CONFERENCE · 

Mr. DENEEN. From the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
with an amendment Senate Resolution 50, submitted by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] on April 30, 1929, and I 
ask unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. • 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the resolution. 

The amendment was, in line 2, after the word " employ," to 
insert "as chairman and as Senator," so as to make the reso
lution read : 

Resolved, That the chairman of the conference of the majority of 
the Senate hereby is authorized to employ, as chairman and as Senator, a 
clerk at $3,300 per annum, an assistant clerk at $2,500. fl~ annum, two 
assistant clerks at $2,150 each per annum, and one assistant clerk at 
$1,830 per annum, to be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate 
until otherwise provided by law. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 

REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES TO WILLIAM S. V .ABE 

Mr. DENEEN. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I report back favorably, 
without amendment, Senate Resolution 54, submitted by the 
Senator from California [Mr. SHoRTRIDGE] on the 4th instant, to 
reimburse 1VILLIAM S. V ABE for certain expenses in connection 
with his claim to a seat in the Senate, and I ask unanimous con
sent for its immediate consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolution was considered by 
the Senate and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized and 
directed to pay from the appropriation for miscellaneous items, con
tingent ftmd of the Senate, fiscal year 1928, to WILLIAM S. V ABE 

$15,907.a8 for reimbursement for expenses incurred in collecting and 
impounding ballot boxes ordered by the Senate in 61 counties of Penn
sylvania, as evidenced by vouchers from United States marshals in 
possession ()f the Committee on Privileges and Elections, authorized by 
resolution of December 17, 1927, to hear and determine the contest 
between William B. Wilson and the said WILLIAM S. V ARE ·for member
ship in the United States Senate. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. COPELAND: 
A bill ( S. 966) for the relief of Francis Leo Shea ; to the Com

mittee on Naval Affairs. 
A bill (S. 967) granting the consent of Congress to the con

struction of a highway bridge across the Hudson River between 
the cities of Albany and Rensselaer, N. Y.; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

A bill (S. 968) for the relief of Anna Fnceina; 
A bill ( S. 969) for the relief of Edna B. Erskine; and 
A bill (S. 970) conferring jurisdiction upon the United States 

Court for the Southern District of New York to hear and deter
mine the claim of the owner of the French auxiliary bark 
Quevmy against the United States, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: 
A bill ( S. 971) authorizing the use of tribal moneys belonging 

to the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indians of Oklahoma for 
certain purposes ; to the Committee on Indian affairs. 

A bill ( S. 972) for the relief of Guy Swan; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. MOSES: 
A bill ( S. 973) granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 

Lindsay (with acc~mpanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. METCALF: 
A bill (S. 974) granting an increase of pension to Hannah 

Cook (with accompanying papers); to the Commitee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
A bill ( S. 975) for the relief Qf Catherine McLinden ; to the 

Committee on Finance. 
A bill (S. 976) granting a pension to Jennie Sanford Harvey 

(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. GOFF: 
A bill (S. 977) for the relief of Mrs. W. M. Kittle; and 
A bill ( S. 978) for the relief of Sarah E. Edge ; to the Com

mittee on Claims. 
A bill ( S. 979) for the relief of Henry C. Perrine; to the 

Committee on Military Affairs. 
A bill (S. 980) to extend benefits under the World War 

veterans' act, 1924, as amended, to Herbert L. Burge; and 
A bill (S. 981) to extend benefits under the World War 

veterans' act, 1924, as amended, to James L. Hannon; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

A bill ( S. 982) to amend the act entitled "An act reclassify
ing the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal 
Service, readjusting their salaries and compensation on an 
equitable ba~is, increasing postal rates to provide for such 
readjustment, and for other purposes" ; to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. REED: 
A bill (S. 983) to amend section 14 of the national defense 

act; 
A bill ( S. 984) to regulate computation of percentage of active 

pay to be paid as retired pay to officers of the Army ; 
A bill ( S. 985) to credit certain officers of the Army with 

service at the United States Military Academy; and 
A bill ( S. 986) to amend section 90 of the national defense 

act, as amended, relative to the employment of caretakers for 
National Guard organizations; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 987) to authorize an appropriation to cover damages 
to an automobile of William H. Baldwin ; and 

A bill (S. 988) for the relief of Franz J. Jonitz, first lieu
tenant, Quartermaster Corps, United States Army ; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. COUZENS: 
A bill (S. 989) granting an increase of pension to Annie 

Young; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BRATTON: 
A bill (S. 991) to grant unreserved nonmineral lands to the 

several States ; and 
A bill ( S. 992) granting certain public lands to the State of 

New Mexico to aid said State in the construction of public 
roads and in the maintenance of public schools and public in
stitutions of learning; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
A bill (S. 993) to authorize appropriations for buildings, 

sites, and other facilities for the public schools of the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill (S. 994) for recognition of meritorious service per

formed by Chief Gunner Clarence L. Tibbals ; to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
A bill ( S. 995) granting a pension to John McHenry (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. REED: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 31) conferring the rank, pay, 

and allowances of a major of Infantry to date from March 24, 
1928, upon Robert Graham Moss, late captain, Infantry, United 
States Army, deceased ; and 

A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 32) to provide for appropriate 
military records for persons who, pursuant to orders, reported 
for military duty, but whose induction into the service was 
not, through no fault of their own, formally completed on or 
prior to Noyember 30, 1918; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

• 
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AMENDMENT OF WORLD WAR VETERANS' ACT, 1924 A 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. At the request of the Ameri
can Legion, I introduce a bill to amend the World War veterans' 
act, 1924, and ask that it be referred to the Finance Committee. 

The bill (S. 990) to amend the World War veterans' act, 
1924, was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Mr.· WALSH of Massachusetts . . Mr. President, I request that 
a brief explanation of this bill be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, from the report made on H. R. 16819 by the Committee 
on. World War Veterans' Legislation, in the House of Representa
tives, Seventieth Congress, second session. 

The amendment proposed to section 19 of the World War 
veterans' act of 1924 was included in H. R. 16819 and passed 
the House of Representatives during the Seventieth Congress, 
second session, but was not acted upon in the Senate. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

[II. Rept. No. 2392, 70th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMEND WORLD WAR VETERANS' ACT, 1924 

Jfebruary 6, 1929.-Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, from the Committee on World War 
Veterans' Legislation, submitted the following report to accompany 
H. R. 16819: 

The Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 16811)) to amend the World War veterans' 
act, 1924, as amended, having considered the same, reports thereon 
with the recommendation that it be passed. The bill as now pre
sented proposes several substantial changes to which the attention 
of the House of Representatives is specifically directed. They are as 
follows: . . . . { . . 

2. Section 2 of the bill proposes to amend section 19 of the World 
·war veterans' act, 1924, as amended, which relates to the filing of 
suits on insurance, by including therein a provision authorizing the 
court as part of judgments entered thereunder to direct the refund 
of unearned premiums, and also by authorizing the issuance of sub
pamas for witnesses who are required to attend the trials, these sub
pamas to run from any district into another; provided that in 
the event the witness lives out of the district in which the court is 
held at a greater distance than 100 miles from the place the court is 
held, the permission of the court must be bad. Prior to September 
10, 1928, the district courts had authority to issue subprenas under 
the circumstances ·mentioned, this authority being contained in section 
654, title 28, United States Code, the operation of which, however, 
expired, by its own terms, on September 19, 1928, since which date 
the United States district courts have had no authority in civil cases 
to subpama witnesses living in a different district a greater distance 
than 100 miles from the place in which the court is held. Defense 
witnesses in most of the insurance suits live more than 100 miles from 
the district court in which the suits are brought, and although authority 
e:xi. ts for the taking of testimony of such witnesses by deposition, this 
method is unsatisfactory and the defense of the Government is 
restricted and hampered by the limitations of the present law. This 
amendment is recommended bY the director. The bill further proposes 
to amend section 19 by the inclusion of a paragraph under which the 
director will be authorized to order part-time and fee-basis employees 
of the bureau to appear as witnesses in suits against the Government 
under this section and to pay them, in hi!'! discretion, a fee in an 
amount not to exceed $20 per day. The Comptroller General has ruled 
that the Government is unauthorized to pay as expert witnesses in the 
the trial of insurance suits physicians who are already in the employ 
of the Government on a part -time or fee basis, on the theory that 
the payment of a witness fee in addition to the usual compensatioQ. 
paid them as part-time salaries or as fees by the bureau would be 
double payment to these employees. This lack of authority in the 
bureau to use and pay as witnesses physicians who are familiar with 
the cases in suits also hampers the Government in its defense. 

.AMENDMENTS TO FARM RELIEF BILL 

l\lr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr . . COPELAND, and Mr. 
BROOKHART each submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them, r espectively, to Senate bill 1, the farm relief 
bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF STANDING RULE XXV 

Mr. BINGHAM submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 
55), which was ordered to lie on the table: · 

Resolved, That the last pal'agraph of section 1 of Rule XXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate be, and hereby is, amended to read as 
follows : " Committee on Territorial and Insular Affairs, to consist of 
14 Senators." 

• 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the bill (H. R. 2158) making an appropriation 
for defraying the--expenses of the United States Marine Band 
in attending the Confederate Veterans' Reunion to be held at 
Charlotte, N. C., June 4 to June 7, inclusive, 1929, and it was 
signed by the Vice President. 

UNIFICATION OF RAILROADS-ADDRESS BY SENATOR FESS 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, on last Saturday night the 
distingui bed Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEss] delh·ered a very 
Hluminating address over the Washington Star weekly radio 
forum on the subject of Railroad Consolidation. I ask unani
mous consent that it may be inserted in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the RECoRD, as follows: 

The commercial progress of the Nation has been phenomenal. One 
of the chief agencies of that growth is transportation, lnclu«Jing steam, 
water, highway, and aerial. Steam transportation has advanced to the 
point where we now have the most efficient service in the world. Water 
transportation will receive more and more attention. Highway traffic 
is increasing by leaps and bounds, and air navigation is the newest, and 
will take a wide range in the near future. I will speak only to-night 
of steam transportation, with reference to the one outstanding problem 
of securing the maximum utilization of transportation facilities. 

'l'he problem of railroad unification is to reduce from many to a few 
systems. Steam transportation to-day is owned by nearly 2,000 com
panies, and is operated by nearly 1,000 separate organizations. ·The 
problem is to reduce them to, say, 20 systems. On an average that 
would consolidate the more than 250,000 miles of road into systems of 
around 10,000 miles each. It does not mean, of course, that each 
system will be equal to every other system. 

The unification proposal is based upon the principle of concentration 
and control. Concentration is the order of modern industry. To forbid 
it is to reject the essentials of modern progress. It is in the interest 
of increased efficiency and sound economy. Control, however, is neces
sary in the public interest, which, after all, is the real test of all 
legislation. 

The element of aggression in the use of power tends to take advan
tage of the public unless held in check, hence the necessity of controL 
This principle was recognized in the act of 1920 but little progress 
has been made since that date. In accordance with the mandate of the 
law requiring a complete plan of unification, a tentative plan, at the 
request of the commission, was submitted by Professor Ripley, of 
Harvard, which, after consideration, was not accepted by the Inter
state Commerce Commission. Later the commission submitted its own 
tentative plan, but did not regard it satisfactory, and later it recom
mended to Congress the repeal of this mandate as an impracticable 
requirement. After eight years of failure to proauce a plan, having 
virtually abandoned that part of the statute, the commission is again 
working upon such a plan, but as yet has not reached a final decision. 

Recommendation by the commission is also made (1) forbidding any 
unification without the approval of the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, this is to give the commission greater authority over the sub
ject ; (2) power to reject unification unless specific line or lines are 
included, this is to insure against the abandonment of weak roads; 
and (3) some other minor changes, such as the financial set-up, in
volving bonds and stocks, nonpar stock, stock of voting privileges. 

Amendments to the present law to facilitate unification have been 
urged by the commission, and also by Presidents IIarding, Coolidge, and 
Hoover, all of whom have expressed their conviction of the advantage 
of the same in no uncertain terms. In accordance ·with these recom
mendations bills were introduced in both branches of Congress. I intro
duced a bill in the last Congress, which the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce reported, but failed to get action. I reintroduced it in this 
special session. The policy of unification is supported by the .American 
Railway .Association, representing the class .A roads, which includes the 
systems providing 90 per cent of rail revenues. It is supported by the 
Short Line .Association, representing class B and C roads ; by the In
dustrial Traffic League, representing the shipping public; and by 
economists and students of transportation. In fact, thus far the as
sociations which have spoken are in favor of the policy. In the bear
ings on the bills no one appeared in opposition to the proposal. On the 
other hand, voluminous data were assembled in favor of the bills which 
were reported by the committees of both houses. 

The touchstone of this proposal is the public interest. Any and all 
legislation to be justified must meet this test. While it should respect 
the rights of' the owner in profitable investment, which is the primary 
interest of the investor, and while it should respect the rights of labor, 
which is the chief concern of employment, in a proper standard of wage, 
it must also respect the rights of the public, the third party to the con
tract, in adequate service. which, after all, is the final test of all 
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legislation. In fact, all such legislation should regard the third party, 
the public, as of chief concern. 

In the public interest unification must retain necessary competition, 
which is essential proteetion to the public. While there will be unifica
tion of lines there must be competition between systems. It must also 
avoid any undue lessening of existing competition. Competition in 
service is the surest guaranty of proper regard for adequate public 
interest, while absence of competition is the certain jeopardy, 11 not 
abandonment of adequate service. Unification on these lines will in
sure many benefits to the public. It will insure economy in operation. 
The lnrger system can make better use of its more ample equipment 
than the smaller with its limited equipment. It will permit more 
direct routing of cars and less back-hauling of freight. 

It will make available direct lines for fast freight. It will reduce the 
cost of switching. The number of junction points will also be reduced 
to the minimum. It will insure standardization of methods and equip. 
ment, maximum utilization of shops and equipment, and concentration of 
pm-chasing agencies. These changes obviously will operate in the in
terest of economy. 

Unification will doubtless insure better service by strengthening 
credit facilities, which will permit additions and betterments in both 
equipment and road beds. A great system will be in a better position 
to make direct and fast shipments, to supply the demand for cars of 
special type, and to give regular and more adequate and satisfactory 
service by each system connecting with another system. Such a plan 
will permit the operation of solid trains to and from large centers with 
a maximum use of terminals. It would insure uniform service through
out the year. It would also lessen and simplify the problems of regula
tion. It is ol>vious that the Interstate Commerce Commission, now 
dealin-g with nearly 2,000 companies, with their varied complaints, 
would be greatly relieved if these could be reduced to a score more or 
less of systems. It the revision of the rate structure will permit of a 
reduction of rates in the interest of agriculture, so militantly demanded 
by many people of the agricultural West it can only be done through a 
plan of unification. For after all the public is more concerned over 
adequate than cheaper service. 

Whatever else may be urged as argument for the unification of roads, 
the primary or conclusive reason is the strengthening of the weak lines ; 
first, to insure more adequate transportation; and, secondly, to avoid 
Government ownership. I fully agree with the late Senator Cummins 
that we have the alternative of preserving the weak lines through unifi
cation, or the adoption of Government ownership of transportation. 

There are many railroad companies, totaling thousands of miles of 
roads, which have ceased to be profitable, either through lack of equip
ment or traffic by the exhaustion of sources, such as in the working
out of mines, the exhaustion of oil sources, the cutting off of the 
forests, etc., or the failure may be due to bad management. Both the 
Ripley and the commission plans designed as complete plan omitted 
many of these weak roads, many thousands of miles. Whatever be the 
cause of the condition and failure of these roads, they supply a service 
for the communities built up by these transportation lines. To abandon 
these roads because of loss in their operation would be to abandon the 
people of the community. It must be conceded that independent opera
tion can not continue indefinitely at a loss. If the alternative is pre
sented to either abandon the roads, or operate them by the Government, 
the latter will be the controlling alternative. These roads, under such 
a situation, are sufficient in number and influence to dominate senti
ment for Government ownership. If this policy is once entered upon to 
cover these weak roads, the next step will be the inclusion of the 
strong roads. The average American citizen does not realize · the 
strength of Government ownership sentiment in the country. It is 
heard in the halls of Congress, where it has powerful advocates. It is 
strongly promulgated by in.fluential publications, as well as in the 
forums of public opinion, by propagandists of no mean ability. 

It regards public utilities, such as communication agencies-tele
graph, telephone, and radio-its rea.lm for immediate agitation. The 
advocates of Government ownership scan power development, especially 
hydroelectric, as within their field, and are by no means excluding 
transportation as a public function and within the realm of the Gov
ernment. There can be little doubt of what will be done in case no 
way is found to preserve these roads which can not continue as inde
pendent Jines. The public will not permit their abandonment. The 
only alternative in sight for Government ownership is unification, by 
which a line, weak as independent, may become a source of profit as a 
feeder of a general system. A great system is due to its feeders, each 
of which may serve as a profit to the system, while it could not exist 
alone. One system made up of 100 branches, taken together, may be 
profitable, which, if operating as a hundred separate systems, would be 
unprofitable. · 

In the other way around, we may have a region served py 100 sepa
rate and unprofitable roads, which, if consolidated into one or more 
systems with a unified management and equipment, might quite profit
ably insure a better public service. It is on that basis that the 
principle of unification has been and is now being urged. It at once 
enlisted and stimulated the support of all classes, who look on Gov
ernment ownership as unwise, and will provoke the opposition of those 

who view the policy of Government ownership as the better plan of 
operation. 

The strong urgency for unification to include all lines, on the one 
hand, and the hesitancy of systems to include roads obviously weak, 
on the other, has created sentiment for compulsory unification. It is 
urged in some quarters that by some authorities that compulsion is 
necessary if unification is desired. It is declared that managers will 
not consolidate themselves out of a job by voluntary acti~n. I am 
not convinced that compulsion is wise. The pending bill is not com
pulsory but voluntary, which looks to consolidation as a rational evolu
tion on the lines of industrial progress, to be carried out in line with 
economic rather than political reasoning. While the pending bill is not 
compulsory it does give authority to the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to deny the unification unless the proposed system includes such 
road or roads as the commission deems necessary. The bill provides 
four methods of unification : 

(1) Where it is accomplished by one system taking over the physical 
properties of one or more other systems ; 

(2) Where a corporate merger is permitted by one or more systems 
merging into the corporate control of an existing system; 

(3) Where a consolidation is effected by an entire new corporation 
created to absorb other systems which lose their existence · and 

( 4) By the purchase of the securities of other roads. ' 
The hope of the proponents of this constructive legislation is to 

insure an adequate transportation system operated by private enter
prise under proper regulation in the interest of the public. It will 
be a definite announcement of a transportation policy which will enable 
freedom in management to proceed in improvements and betterments 
demanded by a rapidly growing locality, which will in time unlock 
resources and insure still greater prosperity to all our people. 

"UNDER OUR FLAG "-LEAFLET BY IGNATIUS K. WERWINSKI 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, under House 
Joint Resolution 304 of the Seventieth Congre s President Cool
idge appointed Mr. Ignatius K. Werwinski, of South Bend, Ind., 
as a member of the Pulaski Sesquicentennial Commission. Mr. 
We~·winski has issued a leaflet entitled "Under Our Flag," and 
dedicated to the Sons of the Revolution. I ask unanimous con
sent that it may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the leaflet was ordered to be printed 
in the RloooRD, as follows : 

UNDER OUR FLAG 

By Ignatius K. Werwinski, lieutenant, Officers' Reserve Corps; also 
member of the United States Pulaski Sesquicentennial Commission by 
appointment of President Calvin Coolidge, under H . . J. Res. 304, 70th 
Cong. 

Under our tlag, purest, most potent emblem of law, order, Christian 
civilization, that ever saluted the dawn, during the Revolutionary War, 
gave a life to a hero of two hemispheres, Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski. 

Under our flag, ne'er dropped in dust of defeat, fostered by revered 
father of the Revolution, the name of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, is 
imperishably written in letters of gold on the pages of American histot·y, 
defying the ages. 

Under our flag, floating in zephyrs o'f high heaven o'er the eternal 
capital of a republic, founded on the rock of righteousness, symbol of 
humanity's fondest, dearest hope, forever proclaiming justice, human 
brotherhood throughout the land, through the inspirations left us by 
Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski. · 

Under our flag, unstained, untarnished, bejeweled, gleaming in darkest 
night, her triumphal march across the centuries a path of light. Who 
dare touch with profaning hand, this sleepless majestic guardian of an 
ardent, strong, brave, free people, and under which tlag Brig. Gen. 
Casimir Pulaski gave his life in Savannah, Ga., on October 11, 1·779. 

Under our flag, inspiration of a mighty race, mingling in sentiment 
of cherished children, native of her soil undefiled, and lo·vers of liberty 
from every clime, seeking naught but the common good, yearning to 
serve mankind 'neath sheltering aegis of the red, white, and blue, under 
which Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski fought. 

Under our tlag, immortalized by Washington, and under which ftag 
fought Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, her beauteous folds spread from Gulf 
to Coast by Jefferson, borne aloft by Lincoln in strife of heroes that 
united as one a sisterhood of States and blended the blue and gt·ay, in 
fires of patriotism, preserving every star in the shining standard of 
national sovereignty. May Old Glory, under which Brig. Gen. Casimir 
Pulaski fought and gave his life, in all the flood of time wave with 
undimmed radiance and increasing splendor over the fairest expanse of 
God's earth. 

Under our fiag, preeious, sublime inheritance, blessing of America's 
faith, power, unity, sanctified by patriot blood of our hero, Brig. Gen. 
Casimir Pulaski. We consecrate anew in o'erflowing measure our hearts, 
our eager, willing service of hand and brain to the defense and greater 
glory to our country for which Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski fought and 
gave his life. 

Under our flag may the American people pay the due tribute to the 
memorY. of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski on the one hundred and fiftieth 
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anniversary of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, Revolutionary 
War hero, by observing and commemorating the sesquicentennial anni
versary of his death. 

EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON POST ON BRA.ZIT.'S GBEA.T PROORES.S 

:Mr. ODDIE. :Mr. President, as a striking evidence that the 
United States enjoys a feeling of confidence in and friendliness 
toward the various South and Central American Republics, I 
ask that there be printed in the REcoRD an editorial from the 
Washington Post of this morning entitled " Brazil's Great Prog
ress." It is a splendid statement of the prosperous and happy 
conditions existing in that country. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is here printed, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 6, 1929] 
BRAZIL'S GREAT PROGR~SS 

Amer·icans are well pleased with the remarkable progress of Brazil, 
as set forth by President Washington Luis in his annual message to the 
Congress. IDs report of Government operations and national prodUction 
and commerce during 1928 shows that Brazil is making rapid strides 
to the forefront of American republics, where it belongs _by virtue of its 
immense natural wealth and its stable government. 

During 1928 law and order were maintained, the budget balanced, a 
handsome surplus accumulated, foreign and internal debts reduced, the 
gold reserve doubled, currency convertible into gold increased, exports 
still further increased over imports, agricultural and industrial produc
tion increased and public confidence in business, finance, and industry 
enhanced as a' result of stabilization on a gold basis. Brazilian national 
bonds are rising in value. The country now produces 78 per cent of the 
world's coffee. 

Each of these accomplishments, if it stood alone, would be creditable, 
but in the aggregate they constitute an almost unparalleled record of 
achievement. This record could not have been made without the earnest 
cooperation of an enlightened government and an industrious people. 
It furnishes proof that Brazil has found the road to permanent pros
perity and peace. When the resources of that vast country are taken 
into account it becomes evident that within a few years Brazil will 
become one of the leading powers of the world. 

Americans were deeply impressed by the manifestations of good will 
toward this country in Brazil's reception to Mr. Hoover. The relations 
between these giant Nations of South and North America are especially 
cordial, not only in consequence of the hospitality extended to the 
American President elect, but because the peoples recognize close 
similarities in the two countries. Both are possessed of immense area 
and matchless wealth awaiting development; both are firmly attached 
to the principle of government by the people ; both seek friendly rela
tions with their neighbors, and cra.ve most of all an undisturbed op
portunity to develop their own resources; both foresee a glorious future 
for which they must prepare by cultivating peace and commerce. 

The progress of Brazil benefits and encourages other nations, besides 
contributing to the assurance of peace in this hemisphere. The United 
States rejoices in the rise of this great Republic in South America. 

JEFFERSO~ DAY-ADDRESS BY SENATOR RANSDEIL 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECoRD a very interesting and illuminat
ing address delivered by our colleague, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. RANSDELL] at a banquet held on Jefferson Day in 
New York City. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD as follows: 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, as a Louisiana Democrat who has 
always been a ptotectionist I am delighted that the doctrine of protec
tion for American products of factory and farm, taught forcibly by 
Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, the founders of the Democratic 
Party, was adopted in substance at the Houston convention and urged 
with much eloquence in last year's campaign by our great leader, AI 
Smith. Our platform plank on the tariff and Smith's construction of 1t 
indica ted that the party bas returned to the moorings of Us first 40 
yea rs after nearly a century of free trade and tariff for revenue only, 
and great was the rejoicing thereat of many Democrats who, like myself, 
bad felt almost strangers in their father's mansion. 

It is a happy coincidence that as we gather here to pay homage to 
the memory of Thomas Jefferson the American Congress should be in 
special session to consider, in slightly different form, the very questions 
he helped to set tle at the birth of this Republic. To the people of 
Louisiana Jefferson is the patron saint of Democracy, and in the lan
guage of a distinguished son of Massachusetts, they have always beheld 
his mighty figure coming down in history with the Declaration of Inde
pendence in one band and the title deed of Louisiana in the other. 

This special session of Congress has been called primarily to consider 
the farm situation in those States that were carved from the Louisiana 
Purchase. No better light could guide our footsteps than the policy of 
Jefferson, for he gave to this problem the same thought and logic that 

have immortalized his doctrine dealing with the rights of man, religious 
liberty, and universal education. 

Stripped of all subterfuge and simply stated, the remedy proposed by 
Jefferson for the ills of agriculture and industry alike was adequate 
protection. 

In the heat of partisanship that raged throughout his long career it 
became the fashion of his opponents to deny him any part in the origin 
of the doctrine of protection. This school would date its birth from· 
the Report on Manufactures prepared by Alexander Hamilton, the 
great leader opposed to Mr. Jefferson, in obedience to an order of the 
House of Representatives on January 15, 1790. But the first revenue· 
act passed by the First Congress was signed by President Washington 
July 4, 1789-tbe previous year-and that act was the handiwork of 
James Madison, who, in its preparation, counseled with his mentor, 
personal and political friend, Thomas Jefferson. It was entitled "An 
act for laying a duty on goods, wares, and merchandise imported into 
the United States," and in its first section these words were used: 
" Whereas it is necessary for the support of the Government, the dis
charge of the debts of the United States, and the encouragement and 
protection of manufactures, that duties be laid on goods, wares, and 
merchandise imported," etc. 

Nowhere will there be found a clearer exposition of Jefferson's views 
on protection than in his sixth annual message, wherein he said: 

" Shall we suppress the impost and give that advantage to foreign 
over domestic manufactures? On a few articles of more general and 
necessary use the suppression in due sea.son will doubtless be right, 
but the great mass of articles on which impost Is paid is foreign lux
uries, purchased by those only who are rich enough to afford themselves 
the use of them. Their patriotism would certainly prefer its con-. 
tinuance and application to the great purposes of tbe public education, 
roads, rivers, canals, and such other objects of public improvem•ent as 
it may be thought proper to add to the constitutional enumeration of 
Federal powers." 

In 1802 Jefferson said: "To cultivate peace, maintain commerce and 
navigation, to fester our fisheries, and protect manufactures adapted to 
our -circumstances are the landmarks by which to guide ourselves in all 
our relations." 

Jefferson's policy was continued by James Madison, who succeeded 
him as President. Madison bad witnessed the decline of prosperity 
when our commerce was absolutely destroyed by the French on the 
one hand and the English on the other as a result of the Napoleonic 
wars. That he believed in protection as the quickest way to restore 
prosperity is clearly indicated in his special message to Cong-ress in 
1815, wherein he said : " There is no subject that can enter with 
greater force and merit into the deliberations than the consideration 
of the means to preserve and promote the manufactures which bav'e 
sprung into existence and attained an unparalleled m1aturity through
out the United States during the period of the European wars. ThiS 
source of national independence and wealth I anxiously recommend,' 
therefore, to the prompt and constant guardianship of Congress." 

In later years Madison was a stanch defender of that policy of pro: 
tection which had inured to us a high place in the industrial life of 
the world. In 1828, 11 years after leaving the White House, when 
efforts were being made to create a party of opposition to the principle 
of protection, Mafison rebuked the agitators in unequivocal terms, 
saying : "A further evidence of the constitutional power of Congress to 
protect and foster manufactures by regulations of trade (an evidence 
that ought itself to settle the question) is the uniform and practical . 
sanction given to that power for near 40 years." · 

President Monroe was undoubtedly influenced by the opinions ex
pressed by his predecessors in office and by the policy of protection 
which had prevailed uninterruptedly from the beginning of the Govern
ment. He seemed so well convinced that an abandonment of this policy 
would result disastrously to the public welfare that be departed from 
the customary course and referred to the subject in his inaugural ad
dress in 1817 by saying, "Our manufacturers will require the systematic 
and fostering aid of the Government." In his message to Congress in 
1823 Mr. Monroe said : 

"Having communicated my views to Congress at the commencement 
of the la-st session respecting the encouragement which ought to be 
given to our manufacture and the principle on which it should be 
founded, I have only to add that those views remain unchanged. I 
recommend a review of the tariff for the purpose of affording such addi
tional protection to those articles which we are prepared to manufac
ture and which ar-e immediately connected with the defense and inde
pendence of the counti·y." 

In the next presidential campaign all of the aspirants-John Quincy 
Adams, Jackson, Crawford, and Clay-based their candidacies in part on 
their support of Mr. Monroe's advocacy of additional protection F 6ur 
years later, when Jackson and Adams renewed their contest, the main 
issue was based on the question of protection. Old Hickory, who never 
left any doubt of where he stood, was particularly careful to make the 
American people acquainted with his record on this point, and the 
chairman of the Jackson Corresponding Committee in a ringing address 
not only criticized the sincerity of Jackson's opponents, Adams and 
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Clay, in their support of the doctrine of protection, but said in reference 
to the tariff bill of 1824, wJYch was passed to give additional p_rotection: 
" In every step of the prdgress of this bill before the Senate he [General 
Jackson] voted for it, and it is believed that without his aid it would 
not have passed." None of the declarations in favor of protection by 
our early chieftains were more explicit and direct than those of Andrew 
Jackson, victor in the Battle of New Orleans, and next to Jefferson, 
principal founder of the Democratic Party. His ideas on the tariff have 
always been regarded as good party doctrine by the sturdy Democracy 
of Louisiana, which was so devoted to your Al ·that it gave him a greater 
majority than any other State. 

Thus in the light of recorded history credit for the doctrine of ade
quate protection belongs to Jefferson, Madison, Monr(>e, and Jackson, who 
guided our Government in its infant days. Following their period were 
stormy years of political and economic strife. Our country gradually de
veloped, its centers of agriculture and commerce shifted, and its national 
life became more complex. Out of the maelstrom of politics came the 
erroneous idea that as the policy of "free trade" had at various times 
subsequent to the eras of Jefferson and Jackson been associated with the 
Democratic Party its great founders were responsible for it. This 
charge is absolutely unjustified. 
- Owing to the peculiar nature of Louisiana's agriculture and indus
trial pursuits, the majority of its congressional delegation has always 
adhered to the Democratic principles of protection so forcibly and per
sistently advocated by the illustrious founders of the party. For many 
years we have been targets for shafts of criticism hurled from the 
Democratic side of the Senate and House, hence we are glad that our 
party has returned to the faith of its fathers, as demonstrated in the 
last presidential election. 

No longer will the Louisiana delegation stand apart from Democratic 
ranks on tariff matters, for the doctrines of our founders are once more 
the guiding light of the party. The platform adopted at Houston last 
year reiterates our belief in adequate protection for American industries 
and agriculture. It stated that " the Democratic tariff legislation will 
be based on the following policies : 

"(a) The maintenance of legitimate business and a high standard of 
wages for American labor. · 

"(b) Increasing the purchasing power ot wages and income by the 
reduction of those monopolistic and ext-ortionate tariff rates bestowed 
in payment of political debts. 

"(c) Abolition of logrolling and restoration of the Wilson conception 
of a fact-finding Tariff Commission, quasi judicial and free from the 
Executive domination which has destroyed the usefulness of the present 
commission. 
. " (d) Duties that will permit effective competition, insure against 

monopoly, and at the same time produce a fair revenue for the support 
of Government. Actual difference between the cost of production at 
home and abroad, with adequate safeguard for the wage of the Ameri
can laborer, must be the extreme measure of every tariff rate. 

"(e) Safeguarding the public against monopoly created by special 
tariff favors. 

"(f) Equitable distribution of the benefits and burdens of the tariff 
among all. 
, "(g) Wage earner, farmer, stockman, producer, and legitimate busi
ness in general have everything to gain from a Democratic tariff based 
on justice to all." • . 

That platform was amplified and strengthened by Governor Smith 
in his Louisville speech during the campaign. On that occasion he 
displayed his ability to make clear and concise the problems which his 
opponents sought to shroud with intricacy and obscurity. In ringing 
words he rallied the party around his standard and gave to the Nation 
his idea of the tariff problem. He stated his belief in the nonpartisan 
aspect of the tadff and expressed the hope that it would be treated 
as a business and economic problem. In part he said that " the high 
wages and constructive policies established by Wood.row Wilson and the 
business prosperity resulting from them in America, coupled with the 
economic ruin of the rest of the world, brought about a new condition 
that committed the Democratic Party to a definite stand in favor of 
such tariff schedules as will to the very limit protect legitimate busi
ness enterprise as well as American labor from ruinous competition of 
foreign-made goods produced under conditions far below the American 
standard." He condemned the Republican policy of leaving the farmer 
outside our protective walls. " On import crops," the governor said, 
" the farmer must be given equal protection with that afforded indllS
try. On his other products means must be adopted to give him, as 
well as industry, the benefit of tariff protection." In that brief sentence 
Al Smith summarized the fact that the Republican Party has posed 
as the friend of the farmer for decades, giving him nothing but sym
pathy, whereas under its regime indush·y has fared well. The farmer 
wants more than sympathy-he wants relief and is entitled to it. The 
products of the farm enter every home in the country and it therefore 
behooves every citizen to take a part in alleviating the distressing 
conditions of agriculture, which bas been one of the basic pursuits of 
man since the time of Adam. Destroy your farms and your cities will 
die from dry rot. Under Jeffersonian supremacy, the farmer was on an 
equality with every other industry and his decline began with the 

triumph of the Hamiltonian state. In the eyes ot Jefferson, the Ameri
can farmer held a position of paramount importance, but Hamilton's 
references to the tillers of the soil were few and of little significance. 
After many decades the position ot this country's two great political 
parties remains the same-Governor Smith urged in his Omaha speech 
that the farmer "be given equal protection with that afforded indus
try," whereas leaders in the Republican ranks have, for the past seven 
or eight years, been fighting every proposition of a remedial nature for 
agriculture, and with the assistance of presidential vetoes, have suc
ceeded in frustrating all efforts at farm relief. 

Let no Democrat apologize for being a pr<Jtectionist, for protection 
was the faith of our fathers. . I have always been a firm believer in 
that doctrine, having introduced bills in the Senate for the protection 
of agricultural interests, as well as those in other lines of endeavor. 
A measure designed to protect the cotton farmers of the Nation against 
the free importation of jute, and furnish a larger market, is being 
sponsored by me at this time. As a farmer I appeal to the Democracy 
of New York to assist in solving the problems of agriculture. Let it not 
be said of us that promises alone have been <Jur party's contribution 
to the sofution of agricultural ills. Jefferson was the guiding light 
of Democracy in the early days of the Republic. Let his teachings 
lead us In the future under the standard of Governor Smith, who, 
after 25 years of public life, has shown us the error of our ways and 
led us back to the ·path of Jeffersonian principles. 

ADDRESS BY DR. CHARLES H. MAYO ON "DANGER TO MAN OF BOVINE 
AND AVIAN TUBERCULOSIS" (8. DOC. NO. 7) 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printea as a Senate document an address delivered by Dr. 
Charles H. Mayo, of Rochester, Minn., before the American 
Veterinary Medical Association at Minneapolis, Minn., August 
9, 1928, on the subject Danger to Man of Bovine and Avian 
Tuberculosis, together with the bibliography that is annexed 
thereto. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I simply wish to state that 
the law requires that a statement of the cost shall be attached 
to the application. Does the Senator know what the cost 
will be? 

Mr. BLAINE. I do not know. 
Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, in the case of an address from 

such an eminent source as this, I think it is perfectly proper to 
proceed; but that is the law. I have no objection, however. 

INTERNATIONAL PAPER & POWER CO. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate a 
resolution coming over from a previous day, submitted by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH]. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, some errors in 
names have been pointed out to me in the resolution which I 
submitted on Saturday last. I ask leave to modify the resolu
tion and to offer a resolution by way of substitute for it, and I 
shall ask for its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The substitute resolution will be 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Whereas it appears from testimony taken by the Federal Trade Com

mission under and by virtue of Senate Resolution 83, Seventieth Con
gress, first session, that the Internatiooal Paper & Power Co. and its 
affiliated concerns are the owners of stock in the Boston Herald and the 
Boston Traveler, published at Boston, Mass.; the Chicago Daily News, 
published at Chicago, Ill.; the Chicago Journal, published at Chicago, 
Ill. ; the Tampa Tribune, published at Tampa, Fla. ;• the Greensboro 
Record, published at Greensboro, N. C.; the Knickerbocker Press, pub
lished at Albany, N. Y.; the Albany Evening News, published at Albany, 
N. Y.; the Brooklyn Eagle, published at Brooklyn, N. Y.; the Augusta 
Chronicle, published at Augusta, Ga. ; the Columbia Record, published 
at Columbia, S. C.; the Spartanburg Herald and the Spartanburg 
Journal, published at Spartanburg, S. C.; and possibly other interests in 
other journals : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Postmaster General is hereby directed to transmit 
to the Senate for its information a copy of the last statement filed by 
the editor, publisher, business manager, or owner of each of the news
papers above enumerated, setting forth the names and post-office ad
dresses of the editor and managing editor, publisher, business manager, 
and owners, and the stockholders, if the publication be owned by a 
corporation, and also the names of the known bondholders, mortgagees, 
or other security holders, as required by the act of Congress approved 
August 24, 1912. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana 

yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. BINGHAM. I understand the resolution is now before us 

und:er the ~ule. I should like to ~sk the Sen~tor from Montana 
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why it is necessary for the Senate to pass a resolution to ·get 
information which is public property and which has to be pub-

· lished, if my recollection is correct, as · an advertisement in 
certain newspapers whenever it is offered. Why can not the 
information be secured by writing to the Postmaster General? 
In other words, why should. the Senate be asked to pass a r~o
Iution looking to this end? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suppose any individual Senator 
who is interested in the matter could get the information in that 
way. 

Mr. BINGHAM. If the Senator thinks he could get it by 
writing to the Postmaster General, why should the Senate be 
asked to pass a resolution to get it? 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. I want it for the information of 
·the Senate, not for my own information. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Could it not be used for the information of 
the Senate if the Senator got it in a more private manner? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, I suppose so. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I take it that the Postmaster General will 

report any .other papers which may be in a like situation, under 
the clause in the resolution reading "and possibly other inter
ests in other journals." 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No; that refers to the ownership 
of the International Paper & Power Co. and requests only the 
statements with respect to the papers specifically mentioned. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. EDGE. As I understand, the resolution simply asks for 

the information which the law requires the papers to furnish 
the Postmaster General. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. For copies of statements which 
the law requires shall be filed with the Postmaster General. 

Mr. EDGE. I see no objection to it. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

resolution as modified. 
l\Ir. BINGHAM. Mr. President, is it necessary that the 

whereases be passed by the Senate? . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. That comes after the adoption of 

the resolution. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Perhaps I am ignorant in the matter or not 

acqainted with the Senate precedents sufficit:mtly, but I can not 
for the life of me see why the Senate should be asked to pass a 
resolution when the Senator who introduces it admits that he 
could get the information perfectly well without the resolution 
being passed by the Senate, when he could use it perfectly well 
in a speech and have it printed for the information of the Sen
ate. There are a good many people in this country, not in any 
way concerned in this matter, who think that the Senate is a 
little too fond of passing resolutions casting some kind of an 
aspersion upon a business, and implying that the business is not 
as it should be. 

I wish the Senator from Montana would give us some good 
reason why the Senate should pass this resolution when he has 
admitted that he could get the information perfectly well in 
another manner and could bring it to the attention of the Senate 
in another manner. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, aspersions have 
been cast by so many high-class newspapers in the country upon 
the particular trans.action which gives rise to the resolution 
that I feel quite justified in myself casting whatever aspersion 
upon business is implied in the presentation of this resolution. 

With respect to the other part of the question addres ed to 
me by the Senator I beg leave to say that resolution after 
resolution is passed by the Senate of the United States asking 
the various departments for information which the authors 
of the resolutions requesting the informa'tion might get for 
their own information by writing to the departments. 

This is a matter of public interest and public concern, as 
disclosed by the comment to which it has given rise all over the 
country. That is the reason why I want the information 
brought in a public manner to the Senate of the United States, 
so that if the law requiring the submission of certain infor
mation to the Postmaster General, which was enacted away 
back in 1912, does not meet the requirements of the case, the 
Senate may take approp1iate action with respect to it by way 
of amendment or otherwise. 

Mr. BINGHAM. 1\Ir. President, before the Senator takes his 
seat will he tell us whether, in his opinion, the law as it now 
stands is not adequate to get the information which is necessary 
in a case of this kind? 

LXXI--56 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have not given the subject suffi
cient study to answer the question. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I wish before the Senator asks us to pass 
any resolution of this kind he would give the subject a little 
more study. He admits that he is willing to take upon him
self any blame for casting an aspersion upon what apparently 
we have a right to think is an innocent business until it is 
proven guilty; yet he is not satisfied with that, but asks the 
Senate to cast an aspersion upon it; 

I wish that it was not necessary for the Senate to pass reso
lutions of this kind. I suppose the resolution will be passed, 
because almost everybody says, "Let it go through. It will not 
do any hal!D. We could get the information anyway by writ
ing." I wish the time would come when the Senate of the 
United States would not be held up to ridicule and scorn for 
passing resolutions of an unnecessary character. 

l\lr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I presume it is true that some
times we pass resolutions which are unimportant, and think we 
can get along better by letting them go through without object
ing. But I look upon this resolution as one of considerable im
portance, affecting a subject in which the public is interested, 
and, as was said by the Senator from Connecticut, some of the 
people do not know about it, but it is a matter which I hope 
more of the people will know something about, and this will 
have a tendency to bring them information in reference to it. 
It will bring the information to the Senate officially. 

No aspersion would be cast upon any honest business by this 
resolution. We are asking for copies of affidavits of newspaper 
publishers which the law requires them to file with the Post 
Office Department. It may be that the information could be 
obtained in some other way, but that is no reason why we should 
not obtain it in this way. I like this way better than any 
other, perhaps for a different reason than that entertained by 
some Senators. For some time I have been thinking, and I 
know of other Senators who have been wondering, whether it is 
going to be necessary for Congress to change the law requiring 
the filing of affidavits of this kind. The object of the law is to 
give to the people and the readers of newspapers whatever facts 
there may be in relation to the ownership of the newspapers, in 
relation to the holding of bonds or other evidences of indebted
ness of the newspapers. 

I think everybody can see the point in that kind of law, and 
realize the usefulness of that kind of a law. It is so that the 
readers of a paper may know whether the paper is owned by 
some particular interest, not casting reflections upon anybody 
who owns a newspaper. If, in this case, the thing which has 
aroused public interest brings about the disclosure that large 
corporations engaged in the development, distribution, and sale 
of hydroelectric energy to the people are the owners of or have 
an indirect control of newspapers-through which the people 
must get their information as to public matters--and that by 
such ownership their interests would naturally incline such 
newspapers to lean in the direction, in public matters, in which 
these special interests might desire to have them lean; if it will 
enable the public-to know whether such interests do own directly 
or control indirectly the means of communication by which the 
people of the country must obtain their information as to public 
affairs, I think it is well that we should have the information. 

This would cast no aspersion on any honest ownership. There 
are those who believe that a great public utility corporation 
engaged in the business of developing, distributing, and selling 
electricity has, as a matter of business, no use for a newspaper 
along the lines of their business, and that when they go into 
the newspaper business, it may be with some ulterior motive. 
That is not charged in the resolution, but information as to the 
ownership of newspapers will have a tendency to show whether 
there is anything in it or not. 

I know that many Members of Congress have been wondering 
whether our laws are sufficiently effective as to require the dis
closure of the ownership of newspapers, or indirect control of 
newspapers, by the holding of mortgages and bonds. The law 
requires that certain disclosures be made--no one questions that 
law, or the object of it-so that the public may know whether 
any particular newspaper is likely to be controlled by some 
interested corporation engaged in the building up of sentiment 
favorable to the interest concerned. This matter comes up after 
disclosures that have shocked the conscience of all honest citi
zens have been made, brought about by the development of the 
investigation going on now before the Federal Trade Commis
sion. 

It seems to me that it is eminently proper that this resolution 
should be adopted by the Senate, and that we should show our 
interest in it by its adoption, and that this information, coming 
to us, which may aid us in any change which may seem desir-
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able to have made in the law, should be given the widest pub
licity, and that we should get the information officially. 

Mr. HEFLIN. :Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to the Senator from Alabama? 
Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator will recall, perhaps, that some 

very interesting disclosures have been made by the Federal 
Trade Commission recently in regard to the Birmingham News, 
the Age-Herald, and the Montgomery Mvertiser. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. I had something to say about that on 
the floor of the Senate some time ago. 

l\Ir. HEFLIN. Yes; I recall that. 
Mr. NORRIS. And I am going to have something more to 

say about it a little later. 
Mr. HEFLIN. I hope the Senator will. Does not the Senator 

think it would be well for Congress to pass a law providing 
that all of these big dailies that have interstate circulation 
should certify to the Government here who owns the paper, who 
the stockholders are, all of them, so that people will know who 
it is who is trying to mold public opinion in America 7 

l\1r. NORRIS. Not only who the stockholders are, but the 
amount of stock owned by each one. 

1\Ir. HEFLIN. Yes; and to show who it is that is trying to 
mold public opinion and to defeat or promote legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 
Mr. BINGHAM. l\Ir. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 
Mr. NORRIS. In a moment I will yield. One of the objects, 

perhaps the primary object, of the law on the statute books 
requiring these affidavits to be filed by newspaper publishers, 
is that that very idea may be carried out. 

As I look at it, every honest newspaper man engaged in the 
legitimate business of operating a newspaper hails with delight 
anything of that kind. He wants to have the public know; he 
does not want to have any law that will cover up facts, so that 
he may be classed with those who are trying surreptitiously to 
control, by all manner of means, the newspapers of the country. 

Now I yield to the Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. BINGHAl\1. Mr. President, the Senator evidently feels 

that the present law requiring the publication of the names of 
those owning stock and bonds in every publication using the 
mails is not adequate. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would not say that. I will say frankly to 
the Senator that I do not know. One of the reasons why I 
favor the resolution is because I want to get some more infor
mation. I expect to make a study of the question. This is one 
step, and I think it will be a valuable step, in ascertaining what 
does really happen in carrying out the law and what are its 
practical effects. It may be that no amendment will be neces
sary. It may be that it will be found necessary. I am inclined 
to think that some amendment will be necessary, although at 
this time I have no idea what it should be or whether it should 
be at all. 

1\Ir. BINGHAM. It would seem as though the resolution were 
intended to imply t11at the International Paper & Power Co. and 
its affiliated concerns had not acted in accordance with the law. 
So far as I understood from what the Senator from Montana 
said-and he will correct me if my understanding is not ac· 
curate--he desires to compare the last statements filed by the 
various newspapers with the testimony taken by the Federal 
Trade Commission. Is that correct? · 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
l\Ir. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is quite correct, but 

he has not got the first proposition right. No report is required 
fi·om the International Paper & Power Co. because it owns stock 
in a newspaper. The statement is made by the managing editor 
or the editor or some officer in charge of the paper and not by 
the stockholders. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I understood that. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. If there is· a failure to comply 

with the law that can be charged against anybody, it will not be 
charged against the International Paper & Power Co. That may 
be some comfort to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator need not imply by innuendo or 
otherwise any comfort or discomfort · which I may have in the 
matter. I am merely endeavoring to find out what the Senator 
is trying to do, and from a reading of the re8olution it appeared 
to me the Senator was trying to prove that the newspapers had 
not complied with the law. ' 

Mr. HEFLIN and Mr. VANDENBERG addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. NORRIS. l\Ir. President, I want to yield to myself for 
a moment, and therefore I will not yield to anybody else for the 
time being. 

The object is not necessarily to lind out whether newspapers 
are complying with the law, as I am looking at the resolution. 
The object of it is to get the truth and the facts. It may be 
found upon examination that they are not complying with the 
law. It may be found that they have complied with the law, 
but that the law is insufficient and ought to be changed. In either 
case it will be beneficial to get vindication or otherwise of the 
law and its operation. It will be valuable information that the 
Senate and the country ought to have. 

1\fr. President, if the occurrence which has brought about the 
resolution and the power company which has purchased sev
eral newspapers were the only things that had happened we 
might not pay so much attention to it, but it is only a pa;t of 
the program that has been going on as the investigation shows 
and has been charged here in the Senate for several years. 
A gigantic trust is trying to control not only newspapers but 
every other means of communication by which sentiment can 
be built up favorable or unfavorable to this point of view 
or that point of view. So that, in my opinion, it seems to me 
the information is going to be of assistance to the Senate in 
deciding what steps, if any, ought to be taken. 

1\Ir. Bll~GHAI\1. Mr. President, whatever view the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska may take about the resolu
tion, the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH], who introduced 
it, has admitted that his object was to find out whether the 
newspapers had reported the ownership of stock in the com
pany by the International Paper & Power Co. If the Senator 
from' l\lontana has any information from the public returns 
of those newspapers, which, I take it, must be published as 
soon as made, that · that is the case and that they have not 
reported the ownership or the stock that is owned' by the 
International Paper & Power Co., it seems to me it is the duty 
of the Senator from Montana to place the information in the 
hands of the district attorney or the Department of Justice 
and have a case brought in the proper court against the news
paper company and the matter settled in court as to whether 
the newspaper has been gull ty or not · of making false returns. 

Seriously, it does not seem to me in accordance with old
fashioned ideas of American justice that we should pass a 
resolution implying that whereas it appears from testimony 
taken before a certain commission that a certain power com .. 
pany has stock in certain newspapers, and therefore we desire 
to know from the Postmaster General whether those news
papers have admitted the ownership of the stock or not. It 
seems to me that is not in accordance with the principles of 
fairness and justice on which the country has been founded 
for so long. It implies that newspapers are guilty. -

The very introduction of the resolution, and asking that we 
pass it, implies that there has been some hocus-pocus going 
on, and, although I may be the only one that does so, I shall 
vote against the resolution because- it includes the names of 
certain newspapers which are impliedly charged with failure 
to keep the law when there is no evidence before the Senate 
whatsoever that they have not complied with the law and it 
tarnishes their good name. It seems to me, from :0y ·old
fashioned point of view, that the first thing to be done is 
for the Department of Justice to make the inquiry and not 
for the Senate of the United States to make the inquiry. If 
the Senator from Montana has any evidence that the news1 
papers in question have not complied with the law, it is his 
duty to place it in the hands of proper officials of justice, 
but not to ask us to pass a resolution of this kind. 

Mr. D:{LL. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
yield? 

:Mr. BINGHA.l\1. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DILL. I want to ask the Senator a question. 
1\Ir. BINGHAl\1. Very well. 
l\1r. DILL. What harm will be done by the facts asked tor in 

the resolution being brought to the Senate? What injury will 
be done to anybody? 

Then why object to the records being brought to the Senate? 
1\Ir. BINGHAM. I have tried to make myself as clear as I 

could with the English language at my command. The reason 
why I object is that the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] 
implies that certain citizens or corporations of the United 
States owning newspapers have broken a law, and he asks us to 
pass a resolution implying that they have broken the law, ask
ing for evidence of whether they have broken it or not, by sub
mitting cert~in matters to the Senate, ·which is not a court of 
justice. 
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Mr. DILL. But there is nothing in the resolution that says 

anything about anybody breaking the law. It simply asks for 
the information. What is there about it that implies that any
one has broken the law? 

1\Ir. BINGHAM. The distinguished Senator from Washing
ton is too good a lawyer and too keen a statesman to know that 
if there were not something that one could read between the 
lines there would be no necessity for the resolution, because the 
Senator from Montana has already admitted that he could get 
the information perfectly well by writing to the Postmaster 
General ; that it is all a matter of public record and he could 
lay it before the Senate if he found or if some one in his office 
were asked to compare statements made by the different news
papers with statements made before the Federal Trade Com
mission and found material discrepancies. He would then have 
all the evidence he would need. He could put it in the hands of 
the Department .of Justice. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee 1 
Mr. BINGHAM. I yield. 
1\Ir. McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator a question. We 

will assume they have not violated the law. We will suppose 
they ha>e sworn to the truth ·and the facts are ascertainable 
from the Post Office Department. 

Mr. BINGHAM. We must so assume. 
1\fr. McKELLAR. We must so assume. Could not the Sen

ator well desire that the information be brought here in order 
to exonerate the newspapers, if he is interested in the news
papers? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I am not interested in any of the news
papers or in the International Paper & Power Co. I am merely 
interested in old-fashioned American justice. But so crazy 
have we gone in our efforts to dig up matters that may or may 
not be of criminal intent that we insist on taking the time of 
the United States Senate to imply that people have broken the 
law instead of following the usual course of justice and putting 
the .matter in the hands of the officers of justice in order that 
the parties may be investigated and if necessary brought to 
trial. 

Originally we used to say that every man in the country 
was innocent until he was proven guilty, but now there is 
nothing to prevent us from casting aspersions in public on 
the floor C1f the United States Senate against any person or cor
poration against whom we desire to cast such aspersions. It 
seems to me the time has c.-orne, so far as I am concerned, to 
make a feeble protest against that sort of thing. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, speaking as one who 
has been in American journalism for a quarter of a century, 
I want to say, generally speaking, there is no group in American 
life with higher or more scrupulous ethical and patriotic 
standards than are found in the operation of American news
papers. I wish to say in addition that out of my familiarity 
with certain of the papers named in the preamble to this 
resolution I am perfectly sure that the relationship involved 
can not by any stretch of the imagination go to a control of 
policy or involve any untoward relationship. For that reason 
I should consider that it would be most unfortunate if any 
proposal for inquiry were to be stopped at this time. 

Ventilation means vindication, or it means the disclosure of 
practices which 99 per cent of American journalism would con
demn with all the vehemence of the distinguished Senators 
from Nebraska and Montana. 

For the very reason of my faith in the newspaper profession, 
for the very reason of my confidence in those of my acquaint
ance who are named in the preamble, I hope the resolution 
will pass and that this or any kindred examination will be 
made as searching as possible. Truth never fears sunlight. 

Mr. HEFI-IN. .Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut 
talks about old-fashioned justice and the old-fashioned point 
of view. ·what he contends for here is not old-fashioned justice 
or an old-fashioned point of view in the newspaper business. 
The time was when we had editors everywhere who were con
scientious, fearless, and able. They wrote exactly what they 
believed. They were planted in various sections of the coun
try. They were in every State of the Union. Where is that 
old-fashioned editor to-day? With a few exceptions he is gone. 
Why is he gone? Tlle predatory interests have appeared upon 
tbe scene, and when he has seen them moving steadily and 
surely upon the people, doing things that he knew were detri
mental to their best interests, he dared to fight them. Then 
what did they do? They put up a newspaper right by his side 
and put the subscription price lower than his and put him out 
of business, bankrupted him. That is what has happened in 
various places. 

I know, in the case of the Age-Herald in my State, the paper 
was a strong advocate of prohibition. Time was when it advo
cated prohibition and law enforcement. It was bought by oome 
interests. I do not know exactly all of the interests that were 
in the deal. I have an idea and I think I shall know before the 
year is out. It changed front suddenly and it has been a wet 
paper ever since. It is advocating things right to the contrary 
of those which it advocated the day before the other people 
sold it. 

That is what is going on in other parts of the country. A 
large portion of the press is no longer free. Anybody who is 
honest with himself and wants to be true to his country is 
bound to admit that fact. We have but few newspapers that 
are absolutely free. We have men who are free and some of 
them are in the press gallery of the Senate. But the country 
knows generally that a large portion of the press is subsidized, 
that it is owned by the big predatory and other dangerous inter
ests of the Nation, and that they feed to the public exactly what 
they want the public to have and they keep from the public the 
things they do not want the public to have. 

Those dangerous combinations are moving in practically every 
State in the Union. They are operating in my State to-day. 
They are seeking to flout their papers down there. They are 
trying to put out of business the papers that are asking for a 
fair deal for the people of the State who have business with 
the power companies, and the Federal Trade Commission is 
investigating that angle of the matter now. We can not do any 
harm by making these investigations. If these people are free 
of wrongdoing the investigation will disclose it. If they are 
guilty of wrongdoing the facts ought to be known. 

This is still our country. But, Mr. President, how long will 
it be our country and a free country? If we stop investigations 
in the Senate, the last stronghold of liberty in the Nation, if we 
here prevent investigations of this kind, what will be the situa
tion in 25 or 50 years from now, with some rich man in the 
East owning 50 daily newspapers in the country, and the same 
editorials, or practically the same, appearing in all of those 
newspapers at the same time, one man directing from some 
place of entrenched privilege the minds of the people and mold
ing the public opinion of the greatest Government of all the 
world? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Alabama 
yield to me? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama 
yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Alabama will allow me to 

remind him that relatively few people read editorials, and edi
torials do not have as much to do with the formation of public 
opinion as do the news items. ~ 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is true, I think; but my statement also 
applies to news items. They will not publish the news. Think 
of what happened here the other day ! In the whole press gal
lery I have found but <me newspaper, and that was the United 
States Daily, and I want to compliment it, that printed the 
re olution voted on in this body. It was a short resolution and 
anyone who wanted to be fair would have printed it and would 
also have printed the vote for and against it. The newspapers 
did not do it. Why? Because certain interests did not want 
that resolution to go out in the daily newspapers so that the 
people might read it. They did not want th~ vote to be read, 
and, therefore, the newspapers were silent as the tomb upon 
that also. 

Mr. Presidf:nt, I do not care whether the news is favorable 
to me or against me; it makes no difference whatever with my 
individual course, because they can not stop me from doing my 
duty as I see it; but they ought to be fair and let the people 
know what transpires here-exactly what transpires here and 
not what they want to give out as having transpired. Some 
of the most garbled, misleading, and false reports that ever 
went out from here as to any matter went out in regard to 
what then occurred in the Senate. SWl the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. BINGHAM] believes in old-fashioned justice and 
wants to stand by the old-fashioned viewpoint, which would 
prevent an investigation. 

1\fr. President, the investigation proposed by the resolution 
ought to be made. Let the truth be known, and let us pass a 
law requiring the names of the stockholders of every big daily 
newspaper which has an interstate circulation to be made 
known and a public record to be made of the fact here ; let us 
know exactly how much stock they have, and all about it, and 
who is directing the policy of the newspaper. That is some
thing we can do toward preserving a free press in this great 
Nation of ours, and we can do it in time before it shall be ever
lastingly too late. 
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Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I can not agree to the oppo

sition to this resolution which comes from the Senator from 
Connecticut. The resolution of the Senator from Montana asks 
for information which the public have a right to obtain. They 
have a right to know what is back of the ownership of the news
papers of the country. If there are publishers who oppose pub
licity of this information, they are few in number. I think I 
voice the overwhelming sentiment of the publishing fraternity 
when I say that we hope this resolution will be adopted. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I wish to commend the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. W .ALSH] for presenting the pending resolu
tion, and I want to say further that I disagree radically with 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM], who would have 
the Senator from Montana, or any other Senator who wants to 
obtain these facts, become a sort of personal detective and 
prosecutor in the effort to secure the information and lay it 
before the Department of Justice. In the light of these revela
tions, and in the light of the widespread discussion of the 
Power Trust influence on public opinion of America, it seems to 
me that anything that will throw more light upon this situation 
is desirable. 

I think the activities of the great power organizations in try
ing to influence public opinion, as has been evidenced by the 
investigation of the Federal Trade Commission for the past 
year, show that it behoo•res everyone who would keep the 
sources of the public information free to do his part in limiting 
and controlling the tremendous power that is being built up by 
these great organizations of America. 

I do not know-in my own mind I am not clear-just what 
steps Congress should take to protect the American people 
against the abuse of the use of money in influencing and cre
ating public opinion, but I am sure that whatever can be done 
under the Constitution in harmony with American principles 
to protect the honest and free formation of public opinion 
should be done. 

I hope th~ resolution will be adopted, and I hope the informa
tion called for by it will be forthcoming in the immediate 
future. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I very much hope that this 
resolution may be adopted. It certainly involves a matter in 
which the entire country is tremendously interested. It bas 
been shown that it is very much interested by the wide pub
licity that bas been given the fact that the International Paper 
Co., interested in power as well as in paper, has bought up an 
interest in many newspapers. For that reason a report ought 
to be had from the Postmaster General. 

In addition to that, :!vir. President, we have turned the matter 
of investigating the power interests over to the Federal Trade 
Commission. The information called for by the resolution 
should be a part of th~ir report. We ought to uphold them ; we 
ought to sustain them in every proper effort and endeavor. The 
newspapers to which attention has been called may not be the 
only ne\\"Spapers which are owned by power companies in this 
country. ·who knows? We do not know. We ought to go to 
the bottom of this matter, and wherever it is found that the 
newspapers in this country in fact, either through their bonds 
or by their stock, are owned by outside interests, and especially 
are owned by power interests, the American people should know 
it. We should know the sources through which public opinion 
is molded. 

l\1r. President, it has been suggested by the Senator from Con
necticut that the preamble to the resolution ought to be stricken 
out. This is one resolution the preamble of which ought not to 
be stricken out, for it is a real part of the resolution and ought 
to be retained. I hope the Senator from Montana, who has done 
such splendid work in this and other matters concerning the 
public welfare of this country, will insist that the preamble 
remain in the resolution and that a report be submitted as 
called for in the resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. 

Mr. JONES. l\1r. President, I expect to vote for the reso
lution; I shall be glad to do so; but the Senator from Connecti
cut [Mr. BINGHAM], who has been called out of the Chamber, 
asked me if the resolution should come to a vote to make the 
point of no quorum. So I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum being 
suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 
Allen Bora h Connally Edge 
Ashurst Bra tton Copeland Fess 
Barkley Brookhart Couzens Fletcher 
Bi.ngham Broussard Cutting Frazier 
Black Burton Dale George 
Blaine Capper Deneen Gillett 
Blease Caraway Dill Glass 

Glenn Kean Pine 
Goff Keyes Pittman 
g~~~~orough ~~:loiiette i~~~del\ 
Hale McKellar Robinson, Ark. 
Harris McMaster Robinson, Ind. 
Harrison McNary Sackett 
Hastings Metcalf Schall 
Hatfield 1\foses Sheppard 
Hawes Norbeck Shortridge 
Hayden Norris Simmons 
Hebert Nye Smith 
Hefiin Oddie Smoot 
Howell . Overman Steck 
Johnson Patterson Steiwer 
Jones Phipps Swanson 

Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Tr.ammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators having an
swered to their names,. a quorum is present. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

1\Ir. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ala
bama tell us whether he thinks the garbled reports which W€:re 
publishe<l and of which he complains and the failure of the 
newspapers to print his resolution in full were due to the own
ership of the new papers by the power companies? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not think the power companies had so 
much to do with it. I rather think that the Senator's friends at 
the Vatican had more to do with that than anybody else. 

l\Ir. BINGHAM.. I did not catch the Senator's statement. 
Mr. HEFLIN. I referred to the Vatican. 
1\Ir. BINGHAM. Mr. Pre ident, I should like to ask the 

Senator from Montana whether he would not be willing to let 
this resolution go over until he himself can secure from the Post 
Office Depa1·tment the information in regard to the newspapers 
referred to? Surely it will not take more than a day to secure 
the reports; the information is public property, and it can be 
readily ascertained whether there is any evidence that the 
newspapers have not submitted proper reports . 

.Mr. 'V ALSH of Montana. I think the matter has been fully 
considered. · 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. BINGHAM. I yield. 
Mr. BORAH. I merely wish to ask, has there been any 

change in the resolution since it was originally submitted? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have presented a substitute for 

the original resolution merely to correct some errors in the 
designation of the names of the newspapers. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Pre ident, will the Senator from Mon
tana tell us why he is not willing to follow that procedure? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, in answer to the 
Senator I will say that I think the matter has been fully con
sidered. I have already answered the question. I have no 
personal interest at all in the matter. I am trying to discharge 
my duty as a representative of the people of the State of l\1on
tana. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Has the Senator any information that there 
has been, in these returns, any concealment of owner. hip by the 
use of dummy directors or names that mean nothing-? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The question is quite irrelevant. 
Some information has come to me that the reports are not 
accurate in all respects. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I hope very much that this 
resolution will not pass. As I said before, I have no interest 
whatever in any of these newspapers. 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
long enough to ask for the reading of the modified resolution? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I shall be glad to yield for that purpose. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution, as modified, will be 

read. . 
The legislative clerk read the resolution, as modified. 
1\lr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, it is a matter of public rec

ord that the International Paper & Power Co. owns stock in 
these various newspapers, or has invested money in connection 
with the capital invested in these newspaper enterprises. Ap
parently, there is no question about that. I assume that that 
was given as a matter of testimony under oath before the Fed
eral Trade Commission. Is that correct? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is. 
1\fr. BINGH.A..l\I. The public, then, already knows officially 

that the International Paper & Power Co. has seen fit to invest 
part of its money in newspapers, evidently in the hope that these 
newspapers will buy their paper of this company, which, I 
understand, is chiefly engaged in making newsprint paper. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con

necticut yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. BINGHAM:. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. That may be the view taken by the 

~enato~ ~om Connecticut, and t,hat is the yiew expressed by the 
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representatives ot the International Paper & Power Co.; but the I question which the Senator asked me, and I had only gotten 
very general view vrevails that their purpose is quite different. two-thirds of the way through when the Senator rose and made 

Mr. BINGHAM. If it is found upon investigation that these his facetious remark. 
newspapers, in making their returns as to stock issued, have not Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And asked the Senator another 
mentioned the . name of the International Paper & Power Co., one. 
does the Senator think the implication is that they did not care Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator did me the honor to ask why 
to have it known that this company was interested in the par- it was that I objected. I gave him two of the reasons. The 
ticular newspaper concerned? third reason is the one that seems to me the most important. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Of course, the omission might be The Senator knows perfectly well that this information could 
accidental; but if it was deliberate that would be the neces§ary be obtained by the Senator from Montana or by the Senator from 
inference, I should think. Arkansas by the mere process of writing a letter asking the 

Mr. BINGHAM. If it has been published that the Interna- Postmaster General to give him that information and within 24 
tiona! Paper & Power Co. did own this stock, does the Senator hours he would receive it and could present it to the Senate. 
think that in itself is a sufficient reason to believe that his Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not know whether that is 
suspicions are correct that the reason · for their owning this true or not. 
stock was an improper one and not that they hoped to have this Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator from Montana admitted that 
company as a customer for their paper? that was true. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. That, likewise, is quite irrelevant Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Postmaster General might 
to the question as to whether the Senate should have this infor- extend that courtesy to the Senator from Montana. I assume 
mation or should not have the information. It is a matter of no that he would do so. 
consequence what I think about thai. Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator from Montana said he had no 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator doubt he could get the information in that way. 
yield for a question? Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I assume that the Postmaster 

Mr. BINGHAl\l. Certainly. General would answer a letter addressed to him by the Senator 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the objection to ob- from Montana; but if the Senate desires information for its 

taining the information called for by the resolution? Is it not use it certainly is not inappropriate to ask for it and to procure 
the object of the statute to make available for the use of the it by resolution; and what difference can it make to the Sena
public the information which this resolution asks? tor from Connecticut? The resolution merely seeks to obtain 

Of course, the suggestion back of the resolution is that an information. Why does the Senator object to the Senate having 
effort is being made to control the source of information in so far information? Is it not true that we need it? 
as the interests of the power companies concerned are involved. Mr. BINGHAM. I have no objection to the Senate getting the 
It was to prevent just that sort of thing being done that the stat- information; and if the Senator from Montana will write a letter 

. ute 1·equired the publication of the information sought by this to the Postmaster General asking him for the information, if 
resolution. I can not understand the basis of the Senator's there is any delay in his receiving the information I shall then 
opposition to giving the Senate. the information which presum- be very glad to vote for the resolution. But until he does so, 
ably the statute makes available for its consideration. until there is some. showing that the Postmaster General is en- ..-

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, was the Senator present when deavoring to conceal it, I do not see why the names of certain 
I stated my chief reasons for objecting to it? good newspapers throughout the country should be put into the 

Mr. ROBINSON of A1·kansas. Yes; but the Senator from "whereases" which we are asked to pass upon in a resolution, 
Arkansas was too obtuse to comprehend the statement of the implying that they are not making a fair and honest return, 
able Senator from Connecticut. but that they are making a false return, and that we must have 

Mr. BINGHAM. Oh, no, Mr. President; it was my fault for those returns before us to see whether they conform to the re
not making the point clear, because the Senator from Arkansas turns made before the Federal Trade Commission in the testi-
is never obtuse. mony which has been referred to. 

My objection, Mr. President, is this: That is why I object to the resolution. It is not that there 
In the first place, I approve entirely of the statute, and think is anything in the information that anybody ought not to have. 

it was an excellent statute, and I hope it is being observed; It is all a matter of public interest, anyway. It is because the 
but, if it is not being observed, I think the proper persons to Senator from Montana, instead of doing it himself, wishes to 
investigate it are the members of the Department of Justice get the Senate of the United States to imply that these news
and the district attorneys, and not the Senate of the United papers have not made a proper return, and that we had better 
States. see what kind of return they have made, and see whether or 

In the second place, the information is a matter of public not it checks up with the information that was given to the 
record; and, furthermore, it must be published as an advertise- Federal Trade Commission. That is why I object to it. 
ment in the newspapers concerned whenever they are required by Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
law to make it. There is no secrecy whatsoever about it. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con-

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sena- necticut yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 
tor yield for a question? Mr. BINGHAM. I do. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly. Mr. EDGE. Does it occur to the Senator, in view of the 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If any newspaper neglects or questions that have been raised in this debate, and to some 

refuses to observe the statute, is there any objection to the extent the doubts that have been expressed, that it would 
Senate ascertaining that fact? be all the fairer to the newspapers to pass this resolution at 

Mr. BINGHAM. So far as we have heard, there is no charge this time, in order that it could not be inferred that there -~as 
whatever that any newspaper has neglected to publish this list. any objection to giving the greatest amount of publicity to 
In fact, all that is called for in the resolution is that the Post- the financial reports already made? Does not the Senator 
master General send these lists to us. believe that the situation in which we are placed now is one 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is in order that the Sen- that demands that the resolution shall be passed, I repeat, in 
ate may have the information that the Postmaster General has fairness to the newspapers concerned? 
by virtue of the statute. We do not get the information that is Mr. BINGHAM. That was the position taken by the junior 
supplied under the statute unless we call for it. Senator from Michigan [Mr. V .ANDENBEBG], the most distin-

Mr. BINGHA.l\1. It has all been published in the newspapers. guished journalist on the floor. 
It is a matter of public record. Mr. EDGE. I refuse to enter into that argument, Mr. Presi-

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but neither the Senator dent. [Laughter.] 
from Connecticut nor any other Senator has seen it, and in all 1\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. 1\Ir. President, that raises a 
probability he would have great difficulty in collecting it. new issue. 

Mr. BINGHAM. But the subscribers to the newspaper, who Mr. REED. Mr. President, I do not think that statement 
are the persons most concerned, see that statement whenever it ought to pass unchallenged in the absence of the Senator from 
is made. They must know whether the statement made before Kansas [Mr. CAPPER]. [Laughter.] 
the Federal Trade Commission that the International Paper & Mr. BINGHAM. There are others here whom I see who 
Power Co. owns stock in that paper has been published in its might readily believe that their journalistic efforts-or at least 
advertisements or not. their efforts to produce material for the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I will not con- oRD--led them to a superior plane from the Senator from 
tribute further to the manifest design of the Senator to prolong Michigan. [Laughter.] 
the debate until the hour of 2 o'clock. Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope there will be no investigation 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the Senator for the implication of that particular phase of the problem, at any rate. 
that I can talk for 20 minutes lqnger. I have no desire to pro- Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, it is quite evident from the 
long the debate; but I desired and was about to answe~ the question propounded by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
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EooE] and from the position taken by the Senator from Mich
igan [Mr. VANDENBERG] that they believe that we would be 
doing an injustice to the newspapers concerned if this resolu
tion were <lelayed and were not immediately passed. I regret 
that that is so, because it seems to me the kind of resolution 
which we should not pass, one of those utterly useless public 
gestures intended to procure publicity and acclaim from a cer
tian section of the public. I do not see why we have to pass 
that kind of resolution; but since the matter has gone so far, 
and since it might appear that if the resolution did not pass 
we were endeavoring to conceal something, and since it appears 
now that it would be an advantage to these newspapers to 
have this matter cleared up at once, I shall withdraw all objec
tion to it, although I know very well it is not the kind of resolu
tion we ought to pass, and I shall vote against it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the resolution as modified. 

The resolution, as modified, was agreed to. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is on 

agreeing to the preamble as modified. 
The preamble as modified was agreed to. 

INVESTIGATIO~ OF FEDERAL PATRONAGE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate the following resolution corning over from a previous 
day, which the clerk will report. 

The resolution ( S. Res. 42), submitted by Mr. GEORGE April 
25, 1929, was read, as follows : 

Resolved, That the investigation authorized and directed by Senate 
Resolution 193, Seventieth Congress, as modified by Senate Resolution 
330, Seventieth Congress, relating to Federal appointments, shall be 
continued and completed by the Senators appointed as a subcommittee 
of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads for the purposes of 
such investigation, notwithstanding any changes in the membership of 
such committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the resolution. 

Mr: REED. Mr. President, if the Senator from Georgia will 
permit a question, may I ask if the resolution is satisfactory to 
the chairman of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads7 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to say that when the 
resolution "W"as offered, the junior Senator from South Carolina 
I Mr. BLEAsE] objected. Subsequently he withdr~ his -objec
tion. I submitted the matter to the chairman of the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads, the Senatot- from Colorado [Mr. 
PHIPPS]. I wish to state that tha\: committee is now investi
gating not merely post offices but all Federal offices, while 
originally the investigation was confined to postal matters. I 
did consult the chairman of the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, and from the last statement he made to me I 
understood that he acquiesced in the passage of the resolution. 
If the Senator will permit the resolution to go through, and the 
chairman of that committee wishes to lodge a motion for a 
reconsideration, I will agree to it. 

Mr. REED. That is all I could ask. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 

to the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF THE RULES-OPEN EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, some time ago I made a motion 
to amend Rule XXXVIII, and I requested, when the resolution 
went over, that it might retain its position without prejudice. 
Apparently it has been laid on the table. I ask that it be 
restored to its original place and that it may go over without 
prejudice. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the 
Senator from Washington that the REcoRD shows that the re
quest was made by him and that the reque t was acceded to. 
If the calendar shows otherwise, it will be changed. 

Mr. JONES. My request just made is granted 1 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is. 

TAX REFUNDS 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we all remember the ques
tion of tax refunds so actively fought over at the last session. 
It will be recalled that an amendment offered by me to the 
deficiency appropriation bill was adopted after it had been 
changed a great deal. However, it did provide for a public 
statement to be made, about every tax refund. The first reports 
of the Bureau of Internal Revenue under the amendment are 
before us, and I ask unanimous consent that these reports, 
together with a letter from Mr. Parker, be inserted in the 
RECoRD as part of my remarks. 

It will be seen from these reports that only about $6,000,000 
in claims of more than $20,000 have been refunded in a period 

of more than six weeks. At this · rate refunds in claims of 
$20,000 or more will not amount to more than $50,000,000 a 
y~ar. I am informed that these Iru·ge refunds constitute more 
than three-fourths of the entire refunds. When we recall the 
enormous sums heretofore paid out in refunds amounting to 
more than $200,000,000 per year, it looks as if the amendment 
insisted upon and passed by the Senate will save to the Gov
ernment an enormous amount of money each year. It will be 
noted that of the -$6,000,000 refunded, credited, or abated, as 
shown in the reports, more than $4,600,000 was refunded to one 
estate at the end of a lawsuit. 

I am very happy to make this report to the Senate. It bows 
the necessity of the legislation that was pas ed by Congress at 
the last session. I hope the statement of facts may hereafter 
be a little more fun in the cases which have not been before 
the courts. 

I also ask to insert in the RECoRD the amendment as it was 
adopted, the Secretary's regulations of March 14, 1929, and 
the President's order of the same date. 

I take this occasion to. commend President Hoover for his 
order in the matter of these refunds. I would be glad to com
mend the Secretary also but I can not, because I recall that he 
wrote a number of letters against the amendment on which the 
regulation was based. I have noted with some amusement the 
studied effort upon the part of the Secretary not to refer· to the 
law on which the regulation is really based. It would seem 
from the reports that very little of the deficiency appropriation 
of $75,000,000 will be used--

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President-- . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee 

yield to the Senator from Alabama 1 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
~fr. HEFLIN. Does the request include the Executive order 

of the President 1 
Mr. McKELLAR. I have included the Executive order, the 

statute as amended, and the order of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION, 
Washington, May 4, 19Z9. 

Ron. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: In accordance with your request I am attaching 

hereto copies of all the decisions of the Commi~sioner of Internal 
Revenue in refund, credit, or abatement cases of ove1· $20,000 each, 
issued from March 14, 1929, up to to-day. The decisions in these 
cases are public pursuant to the Executive order of the President dated 
March 14, 1929, and Treasury Decision No. 3858, amended, issued on 
the same date. A copy of the order and the amended Treasury decision 
are also attached. 

The total amount of refunds, credits, and abatements, and the in
terest and costs thereon, may be summarized as follows for the 13 
decisions made public up to date--

Total refunds--------------------------------------
Total credits------------------------------------
Total abatements----------------------------------
Total interests and costs----------------------------

Grand total---------------------------------
Very respectfully, 

$5,457,552.40 
2GG,983.56 
212,196.4!) 
84,921.15 

6,011,653. 60 

L. H. p .AltKER. 

Decision No. 1 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
BUBE.AU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

Ap1iZ 20, 1929. 

In re: Estate of William Waldorf Astor, the Farmers Loan & Trust 
Co., trustee, New York, N. Y. 
An overassessment of estate tax in favor of the above·named tax

payer is determined in the amount of $4,635,530.49. 
The entire above overassessment is due to a decision of the United 

States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit in the case of 
this taxpayer (Farmers Loan & Trust Co., Trustee, v. Bowers, 29 Fed. 
(2), 14). 

D. H. BLAIR, Oommissiomw. 
Refunded, $4,635,530.49. 

Decision No. 2 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

· April 16, 1929. 
In re: The Hofl'heimer Bros. Co., Cincinnati, Ohio. 

An overassessment of income and exeess-pro:fi ts tnxes in favor of the 
above-named taxpayer is determined as follows : 
Fiscal ~ear ended June 30, 1918, overasse.ssment_ _________ $62, 597. 58 
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The entire above overnssessment is due to a deciSion of the United 

States Circuit Court of Appeals for the 'Sixth Circuit in the case of this 
taxpayer for the year involved (Dean v. The Hotiheimer Bros. Co., 29 
Fed. (2d) 668). 

D. H. BLAIR, Oommissioner. 
June 30, 1918, refund, $51,468.74; interest, $11,116.54; costs, $12.30. 

Decision No. 3 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF lNTlllRNAL REVENU», 

.April 16, 19!9. 
In re : Trust Co. of Georgia, Atlanta, Ga. 

An overassessment of income and profits taxes in favor of the above
named taxpayer is determined as follows: 

Year 1919, overassessment-----------------------~---- $259,097.93 
The entire above overassessment is due to the decision of the United 

States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth District in the case of this 
taxpayer for the year involved (Rose v. Trust Co. of Georgia, 28 Fed. . 
(2d) 767). 

D. H. BLAIR, Oommissioner. 
1919, refund, $199,258.53 ; interest, $59,827.80 ; costs, $11.60. 

Decision No. 4 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

.Azwil 16, 1!)!9, 

In re : Barker Bros. (Inc.), Los Angeles, Calif. 
Overassessments of income and profits taxes in favor of the above

named taxpayer are determined as follows : 

Year: Overassessment 1917 ____________________________________________ $17,365.04 

1918-------------------------------------------- 25,188.44 
The entire above overassessments are due to a decision of the United 

States District Court for the Southern District of California in the case 
of this taxpayer for the above years (Barker Bros. (Inc.) v. Carter, 
unreported). 

D. H. BLAIR, Oommissioner. 
1917, refund, $12,171.76; 1918, refund, $17,684.67; 1917 and 1918, 

interest, $12,697.05. 

Decision No. 5 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

.April 16, 1929. 
In re: Fisk Rubber Co., New York, N. Y. 

An overassessment of income and profits taxes in favor of the above
named taxpayer is determined as follows : 
Year 1920, overassessment_ ____________________________ $216, 269. 90 

A hearing was held June 15, 1928. 
The entire overassessment is caused by a reduction in the inventory 

valuation as of December 31, 1920. 
After thorough and extensive examinations of the taxpayer's books 

of accounts and records by field examiners and conference held in the 
bureau it is determined that the inventory valuation as at December 31, 
1920, was materially overstated in the tax return. In the present audit 
the same inventory valuation is used as at that date as was used for 
the opening inventory in the prior audit of the case for the year 1921, 
and which was stipulated and approved by the United States Board of 
Tax Appeals for that year, Docket No. 15840. 

D. H. BLAIR, Commissioner. 
Year 1920, credited, $105,548.69 ; refund, $110,721.21. 

Decision No. 6 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

.April 16, 1929. 
In re: P. Lorillard & Co., New York, N. Y. 

An overassessment of income and profits taxes in favor of the above
named taxpayer is determined as follows: 

Year 1920, overassessment---------------------------- $236,554.93 
A bearing was held June 15, 1927. 
Of the above overassessment $235,828.71 is caused by an increase 

to the inventory value as of July 1, 1920, as reported by the taxpayer 
in its income and profits tax return filed for the year 1.920. The in
crease in value bas been allowed after thorough examinations of the 
taxpayer's books and records and conference in the bureau and is con
sistent wifh the increase in inventory value as at December 31, 1919, 
used in determining a deficiency in tax for that year. 

The balance of the above overassessment in the amount of $726.22 
is caused by a deduction from the reported income representing the 
depreciated cost of a capital asset permanently discarded during the 
taxable year. Section 234 (a) ( 4) of the revenue act of 1918; article 
142 of regulations 45 : Appeal of King Lumber & Oil Co., 4 B. T. A. 
1253. -

The foregoing adjustments are made in accordance with a stipulation 
approved by the United States Board of Tax Appeals in the instant 
case, Docket No. 24434. 

D. H. BLA.m, Oommissio-ner. 
Year 1920, credited, $85,002.88; refunded, $151,552.05. 

Decision No. 7 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BURlllAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

April 181 19!9. 
In re : Dallas Brass & Copper Co., Chicago, TIL 

An overassessment of income and profits taxes in favor of the 
above-named taxpayer is determined as follows : 
Year 1918, overassessmenL _____________________ .A.., __ $31, 212. 49 

A hearing was held December 29, 1927. 
The entire overassessment is caused by a redetermination of the 

profits tax liability under the provisions of sections 327 and 328 of the 
revenue act of 1918, due to the existence of abnormal conditions 
affecting the taxpayer's capital and income to the extent that if the 
profits tax were computed without the benefit of such sections it would 
work upon the taxpayer an exceptional hardship evidenced by gross 
disproportion between the tax so computed without the benefit of 
section 327 of the revenue act of 1918 and the taX' computed by: refer
ence to representative corporations specified in section 328. Section 
327 (d), revenue act of 1918: Appeals of Davis and Andrews Co., 
2 B. T. A. 328 ; E. B. Ficklen Tobacco Co., 10 B. T. A. 51 

The present determination of the profits tax liability, as above, is in 
accordance with a stipulation approved by the United States Board 
of Tax Appeals in the instant case, docket No. 2629. 

D. H. BLAIB, Oommissioner. 
Year 1918, abated, $31,212.49. 

Decision No. 8 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BUREAU OF INTEBNA.L REVENUE, 

Ap·ril es, 1929. 
In re: Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway Co., Min· 

neapolis, Minn. 
An overassessment of income tax in favor of the above-named tax· 

payer is determined as follows : 

Year 1920, overassessment-----------------·---------- $178, 076. 28 
A hearing was held March 21, 1929. 
The overassessment is caused by the following adjustments: 
Guaranty period settlement : Reduction of the income reported in 

the return filed, representing amounts claimed by the taxpayer from 
the Federal Government for the six months "guaranty period" imme
diately following their release from Government control on March 1, 
1920, by the excess of such amounts over the actual settlement made 
by the Government in a later year, causes $117,334.56 of the over
assessment. This adjustment is made in accordance with the provi· 
sions of S. M. 2970 (C. B. IV.-1, 127), inasmuch as the taxpayer 
reported its income on the accrual basis and it accepted the provisions 
of section 209 of the transportation act of 1920. 

Accrued liability : Allowance of a deduction from the reported income 
for a liability incurred in 1920, but the exact amount of which was 
not finally determined until a subsequent year, results in $50,805.16 
of the overassessment. Proper adjustment has been made in the audit 
of the return filed for the year in which settlement was made. 
Article III of Regulations 45 ; appeal of Producers Fuel Co., 1 
B. T. A. 202. 

Amortization of bond discount: The balance of the overassessment, 
amounting to $9,936.56, is caused by the allowance of an increased 
deduction for amortization of discount on bonds maturing serially, 
computed in accordance with the provtsions of G. C. M. 3832 (C. B . 
VII-1, 123). 

D. H. BLAIR, Commissio-ner. 
Year 1920, credited, $66,431,99 ; refunded, $111,644.29. 

Decision No. 9 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVE:SUE, 

April £0, 19Z9. 
In re : H. K. Knopf, 3576 Beechwood Boulevard, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Overassessments of income taxes, penalties, and interest in favor of 
the above-named taxpayer are determined as follows : 

Year: Overassessment 

nn-f~f~f~~~~f~ffffffffffffff~ffffff~ $rii IH: I 
A hearing was held January 21, 1929. 
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Jeopal'dy a'S essments of adili..tional taxes· for the above years were 

previollilly made under the provisions of section 279 (a) -of the revenue 
act of 1926 in amounts sufficient to protect the Government's interests, 
and were based o0n the beat information available at that time. The 
t~xpay~r in due course ~led an appeal with the United States Board of 
Tax .Appeals from such assessments. Thereafter thorough and extensive 
examinations of the taxpayer's books of accounts and records and other 
relevant data were made by field examiners and conferences were held 
in the bureau for the purpose of considering allegations made by the 
taxpayer, of en-ors committed in the determination of the income upon 
which tOO jeopardy assessments were based. Pursuant to such investi
gations deductions to which the taxpayer was entitled were allowed 
and tbe resultant tax liability was made tbe subject of a stipulation 
which was approved by the Board of 'I'ax Appeals, Docket No. 21642. 

The overassrj!Ssments result from the following causes: 
Contract profits : Allowance of deductions for expenses paid in connec

tion with certain contracts, which expenses were estimated in the prior 
auilit causes .$9,899.74 of the above overassessment. Section 214 (a) 
(1) revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924. 

Unidentified income: Unexplained bank deposits added to the tax
payer's reported income in the prior audit are reduced by the amounts 
which investigation discloses do not constitute taxable income, resulting 
in $.33,070.22 of the above overassessment. 

Commissions : Of the ov.erassessment $8,100.40 is .caused by the allow
ance of deductions for commissions paid by the taxpayer since such 
amounts represent ordinary and necessary business expenses as contem~ 
plated by secti.on 214 (a) (1) of the revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 
1924. 

Losses: Of the .overassessment $5,347.44 is due to the allowance o.f 
losses deductible under the provisions of sections 214 (a) ( 4) ot the 
revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924 and the regulations promulgated 
thereunder. These losses were sustained from sales of securities, opera
tion of a farm as a business enterprise, and on the sale of an automobile 
used for business purposes. 

Overstatement of salaries: Of the total overassessment $766.84 is due 
to the reduction of salaries received reported as income in the return 
since investigation discloses the amounts of such salaries were over-
stated. · 

Miscellaneous: Minor adjustments cause $378.26 of the overassess
ment. 

Credits: Of the overassessment $f!,262.33 is attributable to the allow
ance in computing the normal tax of credits for dividends received from 
domestic corporations 1md interest .received from obligations ot. the 
United States subject to surtax only as provided by section 216 of the 
revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924. 

Penalties and interest: Ad valorem penalties based on the deficien.cies 
in tax for each of the years involved together with interest for the 
years 1920 a.nd 1924 were assessed at the same time the defi.cieneies in 
tax were assessed and determination of overassessments in tax causes 
a proportionate reduction in P€Jlalties and interest. 

Year: Abated 
1920--------------------------------·------------ $57,139.08 
1921-------------------------------------------- 19,373.82 
1922 ----------=-------------------------------- 7, 327. 31 1923____________________________________________ 6,891.12 
1924 ------------------------------------------ .9. 581. 09 

D. H. BLAIR, Commissumer. 

Decision No. 10 

T:n.EA.SUBY DEPARTMENT, 
.BUREAU 011' lNTERN.AL REVENUE, 

April 16, 1929. 
In .re: Estate of Frederic .B. Jennings. Laura H. Jennings, executrix, 

New York, N. Y. 
An overassessment of income ta.x in favor of the above-named estate 

is determined as follows : 
Year 1919, overassessment ____________________________ $46,287.04 

A hearing was held April 20, 1926. 
Tbe entire above overa ses ment is due to the following cause: 
Tbe individual income-tax return of Frederic B. Jennings fo-r the 

calendar year 1919 was filed on March lD, 1920. A deficiency in tax 
of $46,287.04 assessed during May, 1924, was paid on July 30, 1925. 
A formal claim !or refund of the deficiency in tax payment was filed 
on September 19, 1925. 

The 5-year period for collection of 1919 taxes as provided by sec
tion 250 (d) of the revenue act of 1918 expired March 15, 1925, and 
since the assessment, although made within tbe stat-utory period, was 
made prior to the enactment of tbe revenue act of 1924, the period for 
collection was not extended by section 278 (d) thereof. Russen v. 
United States (4.9 .Sup. Ct. 121). No clll.i.m fo.r the abatement of the 
deficiency in tax having been filed by -the taxpayer the $46,287.04 repre
sents au overpayment witbin tbe proviSions of sections 607 of the 
revenue .net of 1928. 

D. H. BL.u.&, Ootntnissioner. 
Year 1919, refunded, $46,287.04. 

-, ··' 
Dcelsion No. 11 · 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BURE.!.U OF INTERNAL REVE":-l"UE, 

April 16, 1929. 

In re: Spring Brook Water Supply Co., care of Federal Water Service 
Corporation, New York, N. Y. 
Overassessments of income taxes in favor of the above-named tax

payer are determined as follows : 

Year: · Overassessment 
1923-------------------------------------------- $18,407.79 
1924-------------------------------------------- 18,594.08 
1925-------------------------------------------- 20,149.02 

A hearing was held June 26, 1928. 
The overassessments are caused. by the .allowance of additional deduc

tions for depreciation and by allowance of a loss of a subsidiary cor
poration in determining ronsolidated net income. 

Of the above overassessments $57,111.17 is caused by the allowance 
of additional deductions for depreciation for each of the years set 
forth above since the deductions claimed in the returns as filed were 
inadequate. This conclusion has been reached after thorough and ex
tensive investigations of the taxpayer's books of accounts and records 
by field examiners and conferences held in the bureau. After consldet-a
tion of all relevant facts and circumstances, such as a proper classifi
cation of the depreciable properties, establishment of'time of acquisition, 
and estimated useful life, reasonable allowances for depreciation have 
been allowed as provided by section 234 of the revenue acts of 1921, 
1924, and 1926 and tbe regulations promulgated thereunder. .Appeal 
Even Realty Co., 1 B. T. A. 355. 

The balance of the overasse!>sments amounting ·1o $39.72 results 
from deducting a lo s ol. an affiliated corporation. 

D. H. BLAI:s, Commissioner. 
Year: 1923 ___________________________________________ _ Refunded 

$18,407. 79 
18,594.08 
20,149.02 

19~4--------------------------------------------1925 ___________________________________________ _ 

Decision No. 12 

TREASURY DF:PAJlT:UENT, 

BUREAU OF' IN•.rERNAL REVENUE, 
April f2, 1929. 

In re : Estate of Simon L. Bloch, Bernhard Bloch, and Arthur Bloch, 
Executors, Philadelphia, Pa. 
An overassessment of estate t.ax in favor of the above-named taxpayer 

is determined in the amount of $64,082.73. 
Tbe entire overassessment is due to a decision of the United States 

District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania in the case of 
this taxpayer (Bernhard R. Bloch, et al. v. McCaughn, unreported). 

D. II. BLAm, Commissioner. 
Refund---------------------------------------------- $64,082.73 
Additional interesL---------------------------------- 1, 255. 86 

Total refunded --------------------------------- 6.5, 338. 59 

Decision No. 13 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

April 20, 1929. 

In re: Weill-Jamison Co. (Inc.), New York, N. Y. 
Overassessments of income and profits taxes in favor of the abo>e

named taxpayer are determined as follows : 
Overassessment 

Yea.r 1919------------------------------------------- $30,984.44 
Period ended ~Iay 31, 1920---------------------------- 49,687.14 

The entire above overassessme.nts are allowed pursuant to a decision 
of the United States Board of Tax Appeals in the instant case, reported 
at 13 B. T. A. 1342. 

D. II. BLAIR, Commissioner. 
Year: Abated 

~~~8 ====::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: $~8; ~~t 1: 
BUREAU OF INTER!'lAL REVENUE 

Refunding taxes illegally collected: For an additional amount for 
refunding taxes illegally or erroneously collected, as provided by law, 
including the payment of claims for the fiscal year 1929 and prior years, 
$75,000,000: Provided, That a report shall be made to Congress by 
internal-revenue districts, and alphabetically arranged, of all disburse
ments hereunder in excess ot $500 as required by section 3 of the act 
of May 29, 1928 {45 Stat. 996), including the names of all persons 
and corporations to whom such payments are made, together with the 
amount .Paid to each : Provided, That no part of the foregoing appro
priation shall be used to pay any refund of an income or profits tax 
pursuant to a claim allowed after the enactment of this act in excess 
of $20,000 (other than payments in cases in which a suit in court or a 
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proceeding before the Board of Tax Appeals bas been or shall be insti
tuted or payments in cases determined upon precedents established in 
decisions of courts or the Board of Tax Appeals) unless a hearing has 
been. held before a committee or official of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue ; and the decision of the Commissioner· of Internal Revenue in 
any such refund allowances in ·excess of $20,000 shall be a public record. 

(T. D. 4264) 

Amending T. D. 3856, publication of internal revenue tax refund 
decisions 

TREASURY DEARTMENT, 
Washington, D. 0. 

To collectors of internal revenue and others concernea: 
T. D. 3856, as amended (being regulations prescribed by the Secretary 

and appt·oved by the President and applicable to the inspection of re
turns under the revenue act of 1928 and prior revenue acts), is amended 
by adding at the end therefor the following new paragraph: 

" 20. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue shall cause to be prepared 
a written decision in every case in which an overassessment (whether 
resulting in a refund, credit, or abatement) of an income, war-profits, 
excess-profits, estate, or gift tax is allowed in excess of $20,000, and 
such decision shall be considered a public record and shall be open to 
inspection during regular hours of business, in the office of the Commis
sioner of 'Internal Revenue or such office as he may designate. Such 
decision shall give the amount of the overassessment and shall be 
accompanied by a brief summary of the relevant facts and a citation 
of the authorities applicable thereto, or, in a case in which a decision of 
a court or of the Board of Tax Appeals has become final, by a citation 
of the court or board decision. Under no circumstances shall the pro
visions of this paragraph be construed as making any return, or any 
part thereof, open to inspection, or as authorizing the source of any 
income, gains, or profits, or the specific transactions resulting in losses 
or expenditures, to be made public; nor shall any of the information 
contained in any return or relating thereto be made public except in 
accorda.nce with and to the extent necessary in carrying out these 
regulations." 

A. W. MELLON, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Approved March 14, 1929. 
HERBERT HOOVER, 

Tile White House. 

EXECU~IVE ORDER-PUBLICATION OF INTERNAL REVENUE TAX-REFUND 
DECISIONS 

Pursuant to the provisions of section 55 of the revenue act of 1928 
and section 257 of the revenue act of 1926, it is hereby ordered that 
decisions of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue allowing a refund, 
credit, or abatement of income, war-profits, excess-profits, estate, or gift 
taxes in excess of $20,000 shall be open to inspection in accordance and 
upon compliance with the regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and approved by me bearing even date herewith. 

HERBERT HOOVER. 
THE WHITJII HOUSE, March 14, 19Z9. 

THE O.ALENDAR 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The calendar under Rule 
VIII is in order. 

1\lr. JONES. ~Ir. President, I &uggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Golf Moses 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale • Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Tlle PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ninety-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The clerk will report the first number on the calendar. 
CHANGE OF DATE OF INAUGURATION 

The joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 3) proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. fixing the commencement 

of the terms of President and Vice President and Members of 
Congress, and fixing the time of the assembling of Congress, 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The joint resolution had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments, on page 2, line 3, to strike 
out " 2d " and insert in lieu thereof " 15th " ; in line 5, to strike 
out " 15th " and insert in lieu thereof " 2d " ; in line 18, to strike 
out the w<>i'ds "where the Vice President has not been chosen" 
and to insert in lieu thereof the words "of the failure to choose 
the Vice President"; and in line 20, after the word "shall," 
insert the word " then," so as to make the joint resolution read: 

Resolved b1/ the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of An~erica in Oongress assen~bZed (two-thirds of each House con
c-rwring therein), That the following amendment of the Constitution be, 
and hereby is, proposed to the States, to become valid as a part of said 
Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of the several States as 
provided by the Constitution: 

"ARTICLE-
"SECTION 1. The terms of the President and Vice President shall 

end at noon on the 15th day of January, and the terms of Senators and 
Representatives at noon on the 2d day of January, of the years in 
which such terms would have ended if this article had not been ratified; 
and the terms of their successors shall then begin. 

" SEC. 2. The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and 
such meeting shall begin at noon on the 2d day of January, unless they 
shall by law appoint a different day. 

"SEC. 3. If the House of Representatives has not chosen a President, 
whenever the right of choice devolves upon them, before the time fixed 
for the beginning of his term, then the Vice President shall act as Presi
dent, as in the case of the death or other constitutional disability of 
the President. The Congress shall by law provide for the case of the 
failure to choose the Vice President before the time fixed for the begin
ning of his term, declaring what officer shall then act as President, and 
such officer shall act accordingly until the House of Representatives 
chooses a President or until the Senate chooses a Vice President. 

"SEc. 4. This amendment shall take effect on the 15th day of October 
a!ter its ratification." 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, inasmuch as this is the same 

resolution that was amended by the Judiciary Committee, is in 
the exact form in which we ·passed it at the last session, and is 
in practically the same form in which it has been passed four 
times, I am wondering if the Senate is not ready to vote on it. 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I understand that the House of 
Representatives is not going to consider any matter at this extra 
session of Congress except the tariff and the farm relief bill. If 
that be true, I can not see the necessity of sending over there 
matters which they have killed time and time again. 

I am opposed to the joint resolution myself. I voted 
against it before, and I shall vote against it every time it comes 
before us. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 2 o'clock having 
arrived the Chair lays before t~e Senate the unfinished business. 

FARM RELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill {S. 1) to establish a Federal farm board 
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate 
and foreign commerce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
WATSON] to strike out section 10 as -amended. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, apropos of the pending 
farm relief bill, I wish to suggest that the preservation of 
forests and the reforestation of our vast areas of cut-over tim
berlands is a farm problem of supreme importance. Trees are 
p1·oducts of the farm just as are other things produced by the 
soil the difference being that ordinary crops are planted, attain 
fun' growth, and are harvested within 12 months, whereas trees 
require many years to attain maturity. There is no more beauti
ful object in nature than a tree, and none more worthy of being 
preserved. Trees give great delight to the beholder; they are 
the homes of birds and innumerable insects; they protect us 
from the summer's heat; and they furnish lumber for our 
houses, and fuel for fire. The uses of trees are innumerable and 
the earth would be truly barren and sterile if depriv~d of them. 

Just how the wise use of our forests and their reproduction, 
so as to furnish a continuous growth forever, is connected with 
the pending bill, I shall not discuss at this time, but the rela
tionship is close and should be considered with great care by all 
true friends of agriculture. 

Primitive man regarded forests as obstructions to his agri
cultural pursuits because they covered the ground and prevented 
~ts cultivation. Reforestation and ordinary farming are kindred 
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pursuits in many respects, though differing in very important 
particulars. The problems of reforestation are manifold and 
the most complex thereof is taxation. Congress has sensed the 
seriousness of this situation and taken steps to assist in solv-
ing ~t. _ 

At the recent meeting of the Southern Forestry Congress held 
in the city of New Orleans on the 5th of last month, I delivered 
a carefully prepared address. entitled " Reforestation or Defor
estation," which I ask to have printed at the close of my remarks 
as an exhibit thereto. 

The VICE ,PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

( See Exhibit A.) 
l\fr. RANSDELL. 1\lr. President, in the preparation of this 

address I was aided by a number of thoughtful, intelligent men, 
among others Ron. Henry E. Hardtner, president of the Urania 
Lumber Co., Urania, La. He is one of the most prominent 
lumbermen and economists in the Nation, and is regarded by 
many as the father of reforestation in the South. His vision 
and enterprise have caused Louisiana to assume leadership in 
forestry practice, and its citizens are proud of his accomplish
ments. I ask to have printed in the RECORD extracts from Mr. 
Hardtner's letters to me dated February 4 and 28 last, in which 
great stress is laid upon the subject of taxation of forest lanfu3. 

The VICE PRESIDEI\TT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The extracts referred to are as follows : 

[Extracts from letter dated February 4, 1929, from Hon. Henry E. 
Hardtner, of Urania, La., to Senator JosEPH E. RANSDELL] 

Local taxation will never suffer where common sense is used in adjust
ing matters, but taxes will increase and industries be made perpetual. 

I notice that 98,000 acres in southwest Louisiana (denuded pine 
lands) sold to the Hercules Powder Co. for about $1.75 per acre. Such 
lands are assessed at $4 to $5 an acre, or 18 to 20 cents per acre 
annually. 'The owners will not carry lands where such a burden exists 
and can not afford to practice reforestation, so must sell for what they 
can get. I recently purchased several thousand acres to block up my 
holdings at $3 per acre. We now own 85,000. My goal is 100,000 
acres, which will insure perpetual operations, if I am encouraged by 
the State to continue. 

• • • • • • • 

[Extracts from letter of Hon. Henry E. Hardtner, of Urania, La., to 
Senator JosEPH E. RANSDELL, dated February 28, 1919] 

In late years the landowner has become really interested and would 
gladly assist in solving forestry matters. Taxation and interest on 
investments has forced the cutting of timber at a rapid rate. It bas 
been a case of compromise, give and take, with the taxing authorities, in 
order to get by along lines of least resistance. At present town, city, 
and farm properties are assessed at 33% to 50 per cent of cash value, 
while timberlands are assessed at 100 per cent on a 40 to 60 mill basis. 
Trees were always so plentiful in the United States that only in recent 
years have the people awakened to the realization that the virgin forests 
are nearly exhausted. 

The lumbermen and owners of forest lands are awake to the calamity 
which faces us and would engage in the business of reforestation if 
thQ Government would give them the protective assistance and en
couragement that is necessary for the production of a long-time crop. 
Ref<>restation now is akin to reclamation of western desert lands. 

Suppose you purchased 2,000 acres of denuded forest lands at $3 per 
acre and expended $5 per acre for planting seedlings, you would have 
an investment of $16,000. Taxes and supervision, 20 cents per acre 
annually ; interest, 8 per cent. In seven years the investment has 
doubled to $32,000. At the fourteenth year it has doubled again to 
$64,000. At the twenty-first year it is $128,000 ; at the twenty-eighth 
year it is $256,000; at 35 years it is $512,000; and at 42 years it is 
$1,024,000. That is over $500 per acre, and 40 years is a long time 
for a little man to wait for returns. At best he might have 10,000 
feet to an acre of poor quality lumber which has cost $50 per thousand 
feet to grow. At 6 per cent, the cost at 46 years is $250 per acre, or 
$25 per thousand feet. Only governments can well tackle such a job. 
So reforestation of completely denuded lands by private capital under 
present laws and conditions is out of the question . 

.At Urania we practice natural reforestation-that is, we leave seed 
trees and saplings on the land, which will insure natural reproduction. 
Thus lands at $3 per acre in 45 years at 6 per cent, 20 cents annual 
taxes, increases to $96,000 in 45 years, or $10 per thousand feet. 
Unless the lands are placed under contract by which a fixed value is 
stipulated, the taxes may be doubled or trebled as the trees grow. 
Milliollil of acres would be put to work growing trees in Louisiana 
under the contract law if the owner were permitted. 

Here is the trouble : Consent of the police jury to such contracts 
must be secured, and this is a difficult matter. Parishes want all the 
taxes they can get now, and care not for the additional severance tax 
when the trees are cut or harvested 

Now, you will ask how the Urahia Lumber Co. and Great Southern 
Lumber Co. can afford to grow trees. First, we own the lands which 
at best have a speculative or fictitious value of say $3 per acre. Second, 
we have large investments in mills and other properties which will be 
wiped out unless raw material is grown. Third, the State and parishes 
agreed on a fixed rate of taxation of $1 and $3 per acre for 40 years. 
Fourth, there is some sentiment. Fifth, we commenced in time, while 
our mills were still making a profit which we could use as a.n investment 
in growing trees. All landowners are not so situated. There are now 
10,000,000 acres of idle, denuded forest lands in Louisiana not owned 
by operators. These lands will forever remain idle unless the Govern
ment-the people--does its part and permits an owner to grow trees 
with the assurance of a profit. Of course, if the Government so wills, 
these lands can remain idle and that is what the Government-the 
people--chooses now. My work has demonstrated that forests can be 
grown, and I think at a profit. 

The law in Louisiana, identical as to valuation in 1910, was not taken 
advantage of by anyone until 1913, when I set aside 28,000 acres under 
that law. The idea of tying up one's lands for 40 years was considered 
foolish even at $1 an acre. Some years later the valuations were 
fixed at $3 and $5 an acre, and parishes had to agree, with the result 
that landowners saw no attraction in the law. Our forests all over the 
South were plentiful 20 years ago-they are exhausted now-exhausted 
before the people realized it. I sounded the note of warning, as you 
know. The landowner lumberman sees only confiscation now of his cut
over lands if be attempts to hold them and pay on the tax valuation 
as at present or proposed $5 minimum, and $12.50 maximum. On the 
other band, if he is forced to pay unreasonable taxes he will sell his 
lands at $1 per acre, or they will go to the State for taxes, as in Wis_
consin and Michigan, and thus the taxing powers kill the " goose 
that laid the golden egg." 

Too much can not be said of the taxation question. Louisiana is 
practicing forestry on an extensive scale, and would have done more if 
the laws had not been changed. . 

Make it possible for a landowner to practice forestry on somewhat 
the same terms as the Government enjoys-fix the valuation on land 
at $1 per acre, or $2, or $3 per acre and a 6 per cent to 10 per cent 
tax on the forest products when cut, and you will find millions of 
acres being put to work. Then if the landowner will not take advantage 
of the law and put his lands to work, a different valuation would apply, 
or the Government would take it over . 

The taxation question is everything, so much so that the United 
States Forest Service has engaged the services of that great tax expert, 
Professor Fairchild, of Yale University, who will spend three to five 
years on research, etc. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I also ask publication of an editorial in 
the New Orleans Times-Picayune of April 10 lust entitled "The 
Greatest Timber Problem," which is an able discussion of this 
very important subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The editorial is as follows: 

THE GREATEST TilllBER :PROBLEM 

One of the most all-embracing forestry conferences ever held in the 
United States has just taken place in our city, on the occasion of the 
Eleventh Southern F<>restry Congress. Its discussions covered a wide 
field, but the significant fact emerges that regardless of what specific 
topic had been assigned or selected by the several speakers, foresters, 
lumbermen, college professors, or scientists alike, and almost to a man 
they deviated from their theme at some point to make comment on the 
effect of taxation upon the future growth of our Nation's trees. This 
was an important element in United States Senator RANSDELL's elabo
rate address Friday that bad as title "Public Responsibility in Growing 
the Nation's Timber." But besides this near unanimity of reference to 
the taxation phase, it is surprising that there should also have been so 
great a consensus of opinion that taxation is in fact the greatest 
menace to reforestation, the gre~test factor leading to the unwillingness 
of many owners of tree-worthy lands to go forward with tree cropping 
on a grand scale. 

To be sure, behind this taxation problem lies the shortness of human 
life and the lack, in many minds and hearts, of the altruism that is 
needed to induce a landowner to put labor and money into a project 
the profits of which, whatever they may be, will not, because they can 
not, mature during the lifetime of the tree planter. 

This latter fact is no longer entirely true, since new useslo especially 
paper manufacture. have been found for regrown trees of 10 to 20 
years' maturity. But naturally building even for as remote a time as 
that loses much of its appeal for landowners or advancing years. But 
when the disinclination superinduced by the certainty of a delay of pos
sible profit reaching down into future decades is stimulated by the 
prospect of a steady, and maybe steadily increasing, tax drain in pros
pect throughout the intervening years, disinclination is very likely to 
become positive refusal. Then there arises the probability that areas of 
land, unsuited for other agricultural pm·poses and left unplanted to 
trees and giving no return to the owner to supply taxation money, are 
likely to revert into Government ha.nds, thus destroying the last vestige 
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of local tax returns. At that point the loss becomes general, harming 
alike the former owners, the local county and township, the Nation as a 
tax gatherer, and the national public as a loser of the service of the 
lumber that should have been regrown on those lands. 

The situation thus outlined brings forest perpetuation to . a difficult 
pass, to what some almost regard as an impasse. It is not claimed 
even by the most aggressive opponents of the taxation obstacle that 
these regrowth properties should go untaxed. This was reiterated by 
many speakers during the New Orleans forestry congress. There is 
willingness to pay a tax when the crop grown will have been harvested. 
Doubtless the reason why it is world practice to collect taxes annually 
Is because so great a majority of our crops are annual crops. The pro
ducer is assumed to have earned his profit before being called upon to 
pay the Government its share. To insist on these regrowth taxes being 
paid in full each year for from 10 to 50 years before receiving any 
earnings from the property is too unreasonable for contemplation. And 
yet from the other angle, although yearly cashing in is impossible, the 
increment of value does exist and does grow from year to year as a 
potential profit. The owner thereof can, o! course, dispose of this 
potential value in a kind of futures transaction to some one else willing 
-to carry on the load, and therefore he can not expect and does not expect 
to be in a position to escape taxation by selling ogt in advance of the_ 
crop's severance tax at maturity. So what is to be done to avoid the 
dread of an impasse? More thought still will be required befoTe a 
satisfying answer will have been supplied. This still remains our 
greatest timber problem. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, in connection with my re
marks and by request of Dr. Wilson Compton, who 'is secretary 
and manager of the National Lumber Manufacturers Associa
tion, I ask to have printed in the REcORD a brief article by him 
entitled "Reforested America," which is a reply to an article 
which was made a Senate document by request of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER] on the 2d of February last. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The article is as follows : 

" REFORESTED AMERICA " 
(A reply to "Deforested America," which was printed as a Senate 

document on request of Senator CAPPER February 2, 1929) 

Mr. Gifford Pincbot, former Forester of the United States, bas ad
dressed an open letter to the newspapers of the United States in which 
be advertises a piece of immoderate propaganda in the interests of gov
ernmental regulation o! the forest industries, entitled "Deforested 
America," by Maj. G. P. Ahern, who for years has been an ardent advo
cate of the development of lumbering operations in the Tropics for 
American markets. Mr. Pinchot then restates his familiar and periodic 
argument, periodically rejected by the people of the United States, in 
behalf of Government control of the lumber industry. 

Meanwhile the lumber industry and the timberland owners continue, 
in cooperation with the agencies of the Government and of the several 
States, in adding to the substantial progress already made toward the 
protection and perpetuation of the forests. They believe that to per
petuate the forests and the wood-using industries is more important 
than to protect a handful of professional prophets of forest disaster 
from the disappointment of seeing the "!orest problems " gradually 
solved, at moderate cost, in the simple, direct, and practical manner 
now under way instead of at immoderate cost in the complicated, in
direct, and impractical manner which they have chosen to advocate. 

THEORY OR PRACTICE 

Mr. Pinchot is, of course, well aware of the fact that even without 
the burden of bureaucratic administration, such as he has in mind, the 
lumber industry has beelil notoriously unprofitable for the last eight 
years. even though operating very largely on naturally grown timber. 
The fact that he, a man of large wealth and with a sentimental and 
professional interest in forestry from his early youth, has, himself, 
never engaged in the business of growing timber as a commercial enter
prise, although he has insisted that others do it wh6-al:e much less able 
than he, is itself an indication of the lack of vital or irresistible 
economic lure in such undertaking. 

On the other hand, notwithstanding discouraging commercial concli
tions, the lumber and timber industries themselves have been making 
stea<ly progress in the protection of forest lands, in selective cutting of 
timMr, toward sustained yield, and in artificial planting and the 
encouragement of natural reforestation. 

The Forester of the United State~> says in his annual report just 
published: 

" One of the most significant developments of the past few years, as 
previous reports have brought out, has been a changing attitude of large 
timberland owners and of the lumber and other forest-using industries 
toward forestry. 

" Timber growing i~ no longer regarded as something outside the 
range of business consideration. Instead there is a widespread open
mindedness and a general acceptance of the fact that it will have to 
be undertaken. But private land management for this purpose must 
at best come gradually. It calls for skill in applying the right woods 

practices ; for going industrial enterprises it calls, as a rule, for a 
large readjustment, if not a radical making over, of financial structure 
and operating plans; and, beyond that, it calls !or favorable conditions. 
The landowner will apply conservative woods practices (assuming that 
he knows what they are} only if and where he believes they will pay. 
No forester would undertake to advise a landowner that timber growing 
would constitute in his case a sound investment without first ascertain
ing whether the specific conditions are favorable. Very commonly 
they are not." 

A DIFFICULT BUSINESS 

In the same report the Forester of the United States recognizes the 
public responsibility for the encouragement of private forestry and the 
handicaps now imposed by the public. Among them are ruinous taxation, 
which frequently absorbs all new-growth values ; inadequate public 
assistance in forest-fire prevention and suppression ; and actual, al
though perhaps unintentional, encouragement of cut-throat competi
tion in the distribution ·of lumber, which is disastrous ali.ke to forestry 
and to the prosperity of the wood industries. 

To these economic handicaps should be added that of the constantly 
fiercer competition of other materials, which in some regions already 
have virtually deprived tediously and expensively regrown timber of 
paying markets for its products. Now come Mr. Pinchot and Major 
Ahern, respectively gentleman of leisure and retired Army officer, 
having no responsibility-and offering to assume none--for the main
tenance of the vital forest industries, the integrity of their huge 
investments, or the maintenance of the opportunities for employ
ment which provide a livelihood to millions of our people, with the 
proposal, already discredited by convincing experience, to paralyze an 
already struggling indnstry under the burden of bureaucratic regula
tion. That is the economic formula otrered the people of the United 
States by profession~! fot:est reformers whose views, notoriously, are not 
shared by the vast majority of the members of the eminent profession 
of forestry, who believe that it is more important that trees be grown 
in the woods than on paper. 

rt is not a formula for the salvation of the forests. It is a formula 
for the vindication of the professional reformers, who hav~ prophesied 
forest disaster for so long that apparently they must now produce it: 
Twenty years ago Mr. Pinchot gave our for·ests about 30 years-and 
still they are with us and promise so to continue. 

FORESTRY MUST PAY OR FAIL 

It is obvious, as the Forester of the United States and his prede
cessor have plainly said, that forestry by individual enterprise, like-any 
other business, must pay its way. While the closest critics in Washing
ton, unencumbered by any responsibility for the adverse consequences 
of their act, are harassing the forest industries, the latter are steadily 
going ahead, trying to adapt forestry practice to business requirements, 
the only permanent foundation for private forest perpetuation. The 
large industrial companies which happen to own the trees which. their 
treeless critics, Mr. Pinchot and Major Ahern, would willingly regulate-
some hundreds of them-are already practicing industlial forestry ; and, 
despite the annoyances and discouragements contrived by the profes
sional prophets of forest woe, they will do more of it. These industries 
'know that their perpetration is dependent on forest growing. It is 
more vital to them than to any other group of citizens. 

The Society of American Foresters, of which both Mr. Pinchot and 
Major Ahern are members, it is interesting to note, is itself finding in 
its survey the undeniable disproof of their assertion that no substantial 
forestry progress is being made. According to findings of its recent 
surveys, in addition to 165 large companies practicing industrial for
estry, 46 additional companies are carefully studying their holdings with 
a view to permanent operations; 41 large concerns are cutting no trees 
below a certain diameter or are cutting conservatively or leaving seed 
tt·ees ; 7 others are logging selectively ; 6 others are using special care 
to protect young growth ; 26 others are making thinnings or cuttings 
to promote new growth. 

NEGATIVE FORESTRY GROWS NO TREES 

These records, moreover, take no account of the enormous amount of 
unmanaged natural reforestation, nor of companies which have taken 
only the first fundamental step in forestry, the protection of their lands 
from fire, which the United States Forest Service has declared to M 75 
per cent of the reforestation problem. Already at least 30 per cent of 
the lumber produced in the United States is from second, third, or fourth 
cuttings from the same land. The area under some sort or degree of 
private fire protection is not less than 200,000,000 acres. 

Nine years ago a mere handful were practicing forestry in any form. 
Still we are asked to believe that practically no progress is being 
made. 

Instead of spending large sums in deceptive propaganda, as carelessly 
charged by Messrs. Pinchot and Ahern, the associated timber and lum
ber industries are spending many millions of dollars yearly in the funda
mental forestry work of cJ;"eating commercial conditions that will make 
tree growing and forest perpetuation profitable and therefore practicable, 
by maintaining dependable and profitable uses and markets for their 
products, and by encouraging the proper conception of the forests as a 
resource forever usable and forever renewable. I! they don't succeed, 

.. 
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commercial timber growing by private enterprise will not succeed. If 
they do, 1t will. 

Negative forestry by appeal and resort to governmental control will 
grow no trees. It will, however, add effectively to the discouragements 
and obstacles to private forestry enterprise. More important, 1t will 
drive the practice of forestry out of private enterprise and into the 
hands of the Government. It is not to the intere~ of either the wood. 
using industries or the public that the growing of trees-<>ur one re
placeable natural resource-become an exclusive Government enterprise. 
It is to the interest of both that private enterprise be encouraged by 
wise public cooperation to go as far as it can in providing a permanent 
supply of forests and forest products. Under favorable conditions it 
will go far. 

NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 

WILSON COMPTON, Secretary and Manager. 
WAsHINGTON, D. c., Mav B, 1929. 

;-

EXHIBIT A 
SPEECH OF UNITED STATES SENATOR JOSEPH E. RANSDELL BEFORE THE 

- SOUTHERN FORESTRY CONGRESS, NEW ORLEANS, LA., APRIL 5, 1929 

REFORESTATION OR DEFORESTATION 7 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, the first man found the earth 
covered with vegetation, n large part of it being forests. When he 
reached the agricultural stage, it was necessary for him to remove the 
forests in many places in order that he might dig his living from the 
earth. Quite naturally he came to regard the forest as one of his prin
cipal enemies, rather than his best friend. He found that the forest 
not only occupied the ground and prevented his cultivation of it but it 
also harbored wild beasts, and sometimes wilder men, who sought to 
destroy him. With such an environment it was natural that he should 
ruthlessly devastate the forests, which he did. 

In our own country the boundless expanse of forests and the seem
ingly impossible task of seriously depleting them caused an attitude on 
the part of Americans much like that of earlier civilizations. 

Wood in its multitudinous forms is something we can not well do 
Without. No nation ever has. Wood means houses, boxes, fuel, shin
gles, ties, posts, poles, magazines, newspapers, and so forth. It means 
a wealth of things on which our whole economic structure is predicated. 

PAST AND PRESEJ.~T LUMBER SUPPLY 

The longevity of the lumber industry depends on: 
(1) The number of trees now in existence. 
(2) The drain upon the timber supply. 
(3) The rate at which forests are restored. 
(4) Tbe extent of cooperation in reforestation work. 
The virgin forests of the United States originally covered about 

822,000,000 acres, according to the Federal Department of Agriculture. 
«.'his does not include Alaska. The most thorough study of forest condi
tions in this country was submitted to Congress in pursuance of Reso
lution 311 on June 1, 1920. That report indicated that of the original 
forest area there remains little more than half, or approximately 463,-
000,000 acres, of which at the time about 135,000,000 were still virgin. 
The distribution by regions in the South, of the original forests, the 
present total are~, and the ~irgin area in each region is shown in the 
following table : 

Region 

South Atlantic and East Gulf ______________ _ 
Lower Mississippi_ ___________________ ------_ 

Pres~nt 

Original 
acres Total 

acres 

170,240, ()()() 99,000,000 
128, 400, ()()() 78, 865, 000 

Virgin 
acres 

18,300, ()()() 
20,835,000 

In 1920 it was estimated that the annual growth of our forests was 
only about one-fourth our annual consumption and waste. It is not 
likely that a study made now would materially change the general 
trend of these figures. Taken as a whole, Europe grows each year 
considerably more wood than it cuts, and cuts almost as much as it 
uses. The Unit(::d States cuts slightly more than it uses, and is there
fore a net exporting country. In other words, as a whole, Europe 
is increasing its forest capital, while the United States is gradually 
reducing its forest capital. We are exhausting our wood supply not 
because we cut too much but because we grow too little. 

A Senate Select Committee on Reforestation reported to Congress in 
1924 that as far as the data available permitted striking a balance, it 
appears that approximately 10,000,000 acres of forest land are cut over 
annually and that the remaining saw timber of <Softwood species is 
disappearing approximately eight and a half times as fast as new growth 
is replacing it. Our hardwood saw timber is disappearing approxi
mately three and a half times as fast as it is being replaced. Including 
fuel woods, small material utilized in paper making and distillation, and 
all other products of the forest, it may be said that 25 per cent of the 
current drain upon the national supply of wood is replaced by growth, 
while 75 per cent is an unreplaced depletion of the visible supply • 

The presence of idle lands, slacker acres, constitutes one of the 
greatest problems in America to-day. Many refer to our denuded lands 
as a liability, but I am prone to be optimistic and regard them as an 
asset. Where will our future timber supply come from? In my judg
ment, from the lands that are now cut over, which must be made to 
reproduce a timber crop. In other words, what are now forested areas 
will become barren when their trees are cut, if the logging practices 
of the past are continued, and our existing cut-over areas will have to 
produce the timber supply of the future if we are to perpetuate in 
our own country the timber needed for home use. 

NEED FOR REFORESTATION 

The cedars of Lebanon are spoken of in history ; but they exist in 
memory only. The trees that flourished luxuriantly in biblical days are 
no more. As they were cut and used, no provision for the future was 
made. Ancient civilizations passed with the destruction of their forests 
and we should feel deep concern at this fate, for there is no article 
of commerce in our amazing modern life into whJch wood is not figured 
somewhere. 

Our population is increasing at the rate of 1,000,000 a year, which 
means about 200,000,000 in the year 2000. North America uses about 
one-half of all the timber consumed in the world. There are about 
200,000 known kinds '" of tree-attacking insects, which cause a loss of 
approximately $100,000,000 annually. There are about 81,000,000 de
nuded and practically barren acres in this country. About two-thirds 
of our population use wood. for fuel. These facts should cause serious 
consideration. 

We would 4e greatly alarmed if told there would be no wheat crop 
this year and no bread after a certain date. Unless we replenish our 
wood supply, the day must surely arrive when this country will become 
barren or much less capable of producing and maintaining a great race 
of men than now. The history of lumber manufacture in the United 
States has been one of successive migrations into fresh fields, each shift 
leaving the main saw-milling industry farther removed from the prin
cipal consumers of its products. One of the most serious aspects of our 
national situation is the unbalanced geographical distribution of the 
standing timber that still remains. As this timber becomes more and 
more depleted, there is no foreign source to which we can turn with 
any certainty, either of obtaining adequate supplies or of securing them 
at a reasonable cost. The forests of Mexico, Canada, and South 
America could at best afford a partial and expensive stop-gap. 

Because of its proximity to other countries from which ample supplies 
of wood could be procured, for a long time it was not felt necessary in 
England to devote much systematic attention to the home production 
of timber. Its merchant marine could attend to the importation of 
timber from other lands, and so 1t did-until the World War. It was 
then proved conclusively that no nation is safe without its own wood 
supply. Great Britain no longer intends to be caught with its timber 
supply cut off by hostile submarines, and is now engaged in a broad 
forestry program. 

On the other band, it was providential for France that it had so 
much forest area near its frontier during the great conflict. Up and 
down the battle line the forests played a very important part. When 
one stands by the graves of the men who died fighting in these woods, 
he is not concerned about the loss of the trees, but they did their share 
too. France realized more than ever the wisdom of the provision of its 
forest ordinance made in 1669-260 years agO-requiring the main
tenance of a "reserve" of 25 per cent of the yield in communal forests. 
Without this surplus it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to 
meet the demands of the French and allied troops for wood absolutely 
essential along the battle front. 

MAKING THE PUBLIC u FOREST MUWED" 

It is said that the famous Roman senator, Cato, made but one speech, 
but be made it every time be bad a chance. It was " Delanda est 
Carthago "-"Carthage must be destroyed." He bad one idea and kept 
hammering at it at every opportunity. So with the forest-crop idea. 
We must all keep hammering at it until the general public is awakened 
to the necessity for reforestation and becomes forest minded. As a 
whole the people of Europe are far more educated in forestry than those 
of this country. During the World War a colonel in the United States 
Army was continually bothered by a small branch outside his quarters 
which struck him in the face when he went out. Finally this provoked 
him and he directed his orderly to cut it off the tree. Several days 
later the colonel received a bill from the French Government for the 
damage done. The French law is exceedingly strict in the regula.tion of 
the private owner. In practice he may manage and exploit his forest 
as much as be likes, provided, however, the land shall be continued 
under forest. If privately owned forest land is devastated by any cause 
whatever, Improper methods of cutting, grazing, fire, or clearing with
out the previous sanction of the Government, the owner is subject to 
fines and other penalties in large sums,- and to the requirement, also 
under penalty, that be reforest the area within a prescribed time. No 
excuses or explanations are accepted or allowed. The case rests on 
the fact that the land has been cleared illegally. 

Public opinion does remarkable thlngs and a great part of the success 
or the reforestation movement depends on the attitude of the public. 
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It certainly behooves the business men of the South to look to the 
future and arouse a stt·ong, general, well-organized public sentiment in 
favor of systematic reforestation of all idle cut-over land. One organi
zation that has been looking ahead is the American Tree Association, 
of Washington, D. C., headed by Mr. Charles Lathrop Pack, who has 
given me the privilege of making the first public announcement of its 
program for the purpose of adding some 30,000,000 acres to the forest
producing land of the Gulf States. He has recently had a survey made 
of these States-Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and · 
Texas-and reports that there are approximately 30,000,000 acres of 
idle forest land in them, which are not naturally restocking to forests. 
The campaign which he has planned aims to bring back these idle acres 
to a condition in which they will be producing a profitable forest crop. 
Some of this land is owned by the State, some by the Federal Govern-

. ment, but most of it by private owners. Etl'orts will be made to show 
these private owners how their lauds can, by proper protection from 
fire, which will permit natural regrowth of trees, and planting where it 
is necessary, be made so productive at a comparatively slight cost that 
they will return a profit to their owners and add tremendously to the 
resources of the South. 

In such a program we of the South are vitally concerned, for its devel
opment means great additional prosperity. The preliminary figures com
piled by the American Tree Association show the idle· forest land in the 
South which is not naturally restocking itself to be distributed as 
follows: Flo1·ida, 2,500,000 acres; Georgia, 6,500,000 acres ; Alabama, 
2,000,000 acres ; Mississippi, 8,000,000 acres ; Louisiana, 4,000,000 acres ; 
and Texas, 6,000,000 acres. These figures should give us the greatest 
concern. It is very evident that we must plant new forests, and keep 
fire out of those that we have. Forest planting in the Southern States 
is extremely important, but our chief difficulty is fire protection. 

The program of the American Tree Association for the Gulf States, 
will, therefore, resolve itself largely into endeavors to aid the State 
forestry departments in acquiring appropriations for larger nurseries 
and larger production of seedlings to supply demands of small wood-lot 
owners, farmers, and other timberland proprietors. It will require much 
educational work to get such owners to become more interested in re
planting their nonproductive areas than they are at present. And it is 
gratifying that the newspapers of the States, almost without exception, 
are very strongly in favor of such a program. 

Another important body which is doing much to arouse public interest 
In favor of proper appreciation of our forest is the National Lumber 
Manufacturers' Association. 

This powerful organization is not merely a trade body interested in 
finding more and better markets for sawed boards. Its appropriation 
for lumber and reforestation propaganda is increasing by leaps and 
bounds. Slightly over a year ago the National Lumber Manufacturers' 
Association had pledged to it $1,000,000 a year for five years' duration. 
This money was pledged, not solely to further the consumption of more 
lumber, but to promote economy in wood-utilization practice and add to 
our reserves of timber in the future. Later this appropriation was in
creased $5Q,OOO per annum when Canada joined forces with them. 
Recently it was increased another $100,000 per annum when the manu
facturers of furniture added to their strength. 

This powerful alignment of inaustrial forces is a great constructive 
aid to reforestation. It sees clearly that the future of the lumber and 
paper industries is dependent for its life upon the working out of this 
problem. Wherever the association's men go and whatever contacts they 
make to urge and encourage the use of lumber and its products they 
emphasize also the importance .and practice of insuring our future lum
ber supply through reforestation. This association includes in its 
organization an industrial forester. He is carrying on a study of the 
progress that is being made in various sections of the country in indus
trial forestry; that is, in the growing of timber for commercial profit. 
In fact, it is due to this association's initiative that the first compre
hensive etl'ort to determine the possibilities of perpetual operations 
in the hardwood industry of the South is now under way. Another way 
in which they are furthering forest preservation is in urging the eco
nomical use of lumber. 

The results of this association's efforts have been felt in every 
corner ot our count ry. Powerful propaganda of this kind are among 
the forces which are compelling us to adopt measures for reforesta
tion which are working so well to-day in France, Germany, and England. 

The programs of these two and other organizations ure bound to 
be powerful factors in educating the public and making it "forest 
minded." 

GREATER UTILIZATION OF TIMBER 

In recent years much progress has been made in the greater utiliza
tion of timber, although the lumber industry is far from its goal of 
as complete utilization as possible of every log that is cut by the 
miJls. Dr. Julius Klein, head of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic 
Commerce, in the Department of Commerce, recently stated that the 
wood wasted at the sawmills and furniture plants in one Eastern State 
during a year would require for its transportation a train 200 miles 
in length-and that State ranks seventeenth in lumber production in 
the Nation. That bureau also estimates that only between one-third 

and one-half of the tree as it stands in the woods is utilized. This is 
due to the excessive waste in logging and manufacturing processes 
and to the general failure of our wood-using industries to coordinate 
their activities so that one plant is using the raw material d.iscarded 
by another. The South has some shining examples of such coordi
nated raw-material policy-for instance, the Great Southern Lumber 
Co. at Bogalusa, the Masonite Corporation in Mississippi, etc. Close 
utilization of raw ~.aterial not only reduced the operating cost of the 
plants and turns waste wood into useful products but it lays the only 
sound foundation for commercial reforestation. 

Chemical treatment of timber eliminates much waste of forest prod
ucts by reducing the amount of renewals due to destruction by decay 
and insect attack. This industry may be considered one of the greatest 
aids to-day in establishing and maintaining the position that lumber 
should hold in the field of construction, for two main reasons: (1) 
By the application of modern methods of preserving timber, this 
material can be made absolutely immune from attack by decay or in
sects. {2) Experience has demonstrated the indisputable fact that 
properly treated timber structures have lasted 40 years and better, 
where untreated structures would not have lasted under similar condi
tions a fourth as long. Thus on~ tree may be said to do the work of 
four or more. 

Our wood requirements are rapidly changing in character. In house 
construction the wall board is playing an increasingly important part, 
and so are such insulating boards, both made from wood. Wood is 
taking the place of metals and even glass for containers. There are 
to-day milk bottles on the market made of wood pulp. Many of our 
paints and varnishes are made from wood chemicals, and even sawdust 
is ground into wood flour and used for hundreds of ditl'erent purposes-
in butcher shops, packing houses, stables, the leather industry, wire 
novelties, cement, curing, plaster board, hand soaps, storage of ice, etc. 
Our naval stores industries are furnishing raw material for the phar
maceutical trade, paints and varnishes, paper, and a multitude of other 
articles. This diversification of products and the close utilization of 
the raw material will eventually put the wood industries on the same 
basis as the meat-packing industry, Yet, in spite of these new uses of 
lumber, I wish to repeat that only one-third to one-half of the tree as 
it stands in the woods is utilized. 

If every inch of a log were used for some purpose or other, the 
problem of waste would not then be solved, for in the background there 
rests a more serious kind of waste--many millions of acres of idle, 
unproductive, denuded lands. While lumbermen are trying • to "clean 
their plates," a number of them seem to overlook their duty to put 
the slacker acres to work and thereby replenish the timber supply for 
the future. In too many sections of the Nation countless stumps stand 
like black ghosts of the past-monuments to man's carelessness and 
lack of foresight. 

Fortunately, some of our mill men have not been so careless and 
short-sighted, but have so handled their forests as to make them last 
forever. Two shining examples in Louisiana of this wise policy are 
Henry Hardtner and the late W. H. Sullivan. 

WHO SHOULD UNDERTAKE REFORESTATION! 

The question arises, Who should undertake reforestation? Generally 
speaking, I am not disposed to advocate wide extension of public owner
ship. It has weaknesses, yet also special advantages, such as ability 
to command large amounts of capital at minimum rates of interest, con
tinuity of operations, and relative stability of policy. Public ownership 
of our unproductive forest lands should be distributed in an equitable 
fashion, under a well-conceived plan, between municipalities, counties, 
States, and the Federal Government. We must recognize that some 
adverse conditions can be more effectively overcome under public forest 
ownership rather than under private. But where individuals or corpo
rations are willing to make the investment necessary for forest estab
lishment and protection, there is no need for action by the State. 
However, where the choice lies between State action and no action, there 
is but one sound economic course and that is for the State to act in 
order to promote public welfare. 

UNJUST TAXATION A HINDRANCE TO REFORESTATION 

Taxation has never in the history of the world been pleasant. There 
is something peculiar about the complaint against taxation of forest 
property. It is not merely a question of the amount of taxes levied 
upon forests but, rather, of the method of taxation. Complaints 
against forest taxation represent not merely the natural resistance to a 
heavy burden, but the conviction that taxation has· power to affect the 
business of forest growing and the future oJ the forests in a peculiarly 
unfavorable manner. Experiments in legislation aimed at solution of 
this problem have been made in many States. While much progress has 
been made in the study of the theoretical aspects of the subject and 
valuable lessons have been learned from this legislative experience, the 
problem still remains essentially unsolved. 

The large areas of cut-over idle forest lands which have already ac
cumulated form a heavy burden upon many States and rural communi
ties. There are numerous distressing examples of Joss of population, 
removal of railroads, decrease in taxable values, migration of industries 
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U not of whole communities, and general economic and .social decay 
arising from the idleness of large tracts of land after its original timber ' 
resources bad been destroyed. This is one of the critical phases of the 
Jlroblem. 

FEDElL\L SURVEY OF FOREST TAXATION PROBLEM 

In 1923 the Senate of the United States provided for the appointment 
of a select committee to investigate the problems of reforestation. In 
submitting its report it had this to say on the subject of taxation: 

' 1 The burdensome effect of annual property taxes is commonly cited 
by forest owners as a serious or insurmountable handicap to the growing 
of timber. A tax paid annually on growing forests which yield no in
come for 30 or 40 years is equivalent to the taxation of farm land with 
its growing crops thirty or forty times between seeding and harvest. 
Such tax(ls not only consume a large part of the possible returns but 
compel the grower of timber to advance them long before they are 
realized. Unless extremely moderate, the yearly taxation of growing 
forests may debar the investment of funds in such enterprises. • • • 
By and large, the uncertainties in respect to taxation constitute a se
rious handicap upon reforestation comparable to the hazard of loss from 
forest fires." 

The Federal Government has sensed the seriousness of the forest tax 
problem, as is evidenced by section 3 of the Clarke-McNary Reforestation 
Act, which became a law in 1924. Out of this provision grew the so
called forest taxation inquiry, which is being directed by Fred Rogers 
Fairchild, pro.fessor of political economy at Yale University. The inquiry 
is charged with the duty of making a nation-wide investigation of the 
entire problem of taxation in its relation to fQrests. This is obviously a 
task of great ma:gnitude and complexity. The inquiry has been acttvely 
engaged upon its researches for a period of about two years, and it is 
expected that several more years will be required for the completion of 
the undertaking. 

FORESTS AND FLOOD CONTROL 

The influence of forests in regarding run·off and thus diminishing the 
destructive power of tloods and the value of forests in binding soils and 
preventi.Qg erosion have resulted in many forest areas in civilized na
tions being established as protection forests and placed under public 
control. These are largely in mountainous regions where, by reason of 
the nature of the soil, topography, and climate, conditions causing 
accelerated run-off are most critical and most apt to result from ordinary 
private use of the land surface. 

Public 4>Wnership of nonagricultural forest lands on important water
sheds is the logical outcome of the free play ana development of nat
ural economic laws and forces. The private owner of forest land in 
steep, rough regions can not be expected to manage his property for 
the public benefit when that means loss of revenue or increased expense. 
Conversely, the owner of properties which may be injured by the misuse 
of such land can not safely rely upon the owner of the forest to give 
other lands contributory protection. Consequently, where widely scat
tered but important interests may be jeopardized by unwise use of land, 
the only fair and safe course is for the public to step in and take 
charge of the key property under terms and conditions fair to the 
original owner . . 

FORESTS AND FLOODS IN OTHER COUNTRIES 

Forest destruction in China bas probably gone further thtl.n in any 
other nation. Thousands of square miles of forest have been cut down 
and destroyed in the shiftirig system of agriculture employed by the 
Chinese, or for fuel, and the herds of sheep and other livestock pas
tured on the cut-over lands have prevented the reestablishment of forest 
cover. The result has been the devastation of tremendous areas of 
country and the washing of millions of tons of earth from hillsides into 
the streams and valleys, raising the beds of the rivers and the tlood 
crest. Many of the famines that China bas experienced have been due 
directly or indirectly to the tloods from these devastated slopes. 

The conditions described for C'..1ina have been repeated on a small 
scale in several other nations. Thus, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Asia 
Minor, and portions of Africa have all gone through somewhat similar 
experiences. Spain contains in some of its provinces only 10 per cent 
of their former populations, and Greece now supports but 5 per ceBt as 
many people as when it was known throughout the ancient world for its 
sculptors, poetg, orators, philosophers, and statesmen. North Africa 
was at one time not only self-Sllpporting but was the granary for many 
of the Mediterranean nations. Asia Minor as a result of deforestatipn 
has become a parched and dying country. Spain and Portu.gal both 
have lost productlveness amounting to approximately 80 per cent of 
their former agricultural lands. 

Palestine, now but a memory and a shrine, was at one time the 
most productive s~ction of the ancient world, crowned with cities and 
villages of such "Prominence that Rome considered Palestine one of its 
most important contributing colonies. But Palestine of to-day is decid
edly different from the ancient times because it has since been overrun 
by the Turks, and the mountains, once bearing the magnificent forests 
of the cedar of Lebanon, are now devastated and support but few 
scraggly forests and poorly cared-for brush lands. Erosion, the direct 
result of the removal of the forest, has contributed greatly to the 

seriousness of the floods now almost annually experienced in this region 
and Palestine to-day .is engaged in a big reclamation project to overcome 
th~ results of forest destruction. 

So also the Turks in their destruction o:( the forests of A.sia Minor 
have contributed materially to the reduction of the wealth of that sec
tion and provided for an increase in tloods and attendant erosion. 

France, Germany, Switzerland, .Austria, and Japan have each recog
nized the special function of protection forests, and each places such 
areas under public control. This principle has been carried furthest 
in Japan, where, owing to the mountainous character of the country, 
1t was most urgently needed. In that little nation a total of 4,534,335 
acres in 353,549 parcels has been placed under public control as pro
tection forests. Protection forests in Japan are established against 
soil erosion, for water supply, against ~and shifting, wind, tides, floods, 
avalanches, rolling stones, for fisheries, public health, guiding naviga
tors, and for scenery, 

Protection forests are also maintained by our own Government. Up 
to June 30, 1927, a total of 2,892,721 acres had been purchased for 
the protection of navigable streams. These lands lie in the White, 
Allegheny, Appalachian, Ozark, and Ouachita Mountains. 

The United States Forest Service has just issued a pamphlet en
titled "Forest and Flood Relationships in the Mississippi River Water
shed," in which it 1B stated: 

" The reduction in flood tlow, due to the in!luence of forests, has 
been here expressed in inches of tlood crest on the Mississippi, ba~ed 
on General Jadwin's statements. This shows that under the present 
conditions forests are responsible for 14.64 inches of water, which 
could, by proper protection, proper care. and proper management, tie 
raised to 55.03 inches. And this reduction is made at the source, and 
the water does not have to be handled in any way by human con-
trivances. . 

" Expressed in terms of reservoirs, the present forests in the Missis
sip1Ji River drainage exert a beneficial influence upon the flood tlow 
equivalent to 1.26 resen-oirs of 10,000,000 acre-feet capacity. Prop
erly protected, cared for, and managed, they would be approximately 
equivalent in their beneficial intluence to 4.6 reservoirs." 

SOUTHERN FORESTRY NEEDS 

Although the Southern Forestry Congress has not been in existence 
very long, its accomplishments have been in the interest of true . for
estry practices. My message to its members is to work vigorously for 
the enlargement of the Southern Forest Experiment Station located in 
this city. Moreover, there is a crying need for a. thorough survey of 
the hardwood situation in the South. There seems to be practkally 
no knowledge of the true conditions affecting this phase of the lumber 
industry. 

While the Federal Government has cooperated with the States in 
tire-protection work, there exists urgent need for an enlarged program 
of replanting our cut-over lands. In only three Southern States-
Florida, Arkansas, and Alabama-the Government owns forest lands, 
and the combined areas in these States is very small. Germany, 
France, England, and especially Japan are replanting at a much more 
rapid rate than our Government. In fostering an enlarged program 
of this kind, the Southern Forestry- Congress will help to solve this 
urgent need. 

In spite of the limited funds at its disposal, Louisiana is by odds th~ 
leader of the South in reforestation. Its reforestation contract law, 
whereunder the legislature has fixed a limit on the yield tax on lands 
under contract for reforestation purposes, has been one of the most 
successful of all the laws dealing with this subject throughout the entire 
United States. The law provides that the timber owner who devotes 
his land to reforestation purposes under contract shall not be taxed on 
the value of the timber prior to the time of cutting up to a maximum 
period of 50 years. The land will, of course, be taxed at its actual ca h 
value exclusive of the timber. There are at present more than 300,000 
acres under reforestation contract in Louisiana and the success of the 
law is due to the fact that it is equitable, fair to the State, and fair 
to the landowner. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion let me appeal to you as southerners to make the South 
assume real leadership in reforestation work. It llas led in some of the 
most significant steps this Nation has ever made. With a productive 
climate and deep, fertile soil, conditions are just as favorable to rapld 
tree growth in the South to-day as in the days that are gone. In this 
work time is the important thing. It is easy to fell a tree, but to 
replace it in the forest is far more difficult. Each year's delay means 
another year of forest fires and another year's postponement of the 
harvesting. Practically in no other region of the world exist such 
favorable factors of rapid growth, accessibility to markets, and valuable 
tree species as in the South. 

Nature stands ready to do her share-man alone bas been derelict, 
but I prophesy that, under the inspiration and leadership of this great 
Southern Forestry Congress, the mistakes of the past will be corrected 
and the United States will assume its place in the front rank of the 
reforesting nations of the world. 
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The south should Iea'd this ma1·ch of progress and certainly not let age of nearly two million people each year left the farms and 

it be said of us that we have retreated in the great movement of putting went to the cities. That movement is in progress each year, 
our millions of slacker acres to work by reforesting them. offset by some slight movement from the city back to the farm ; 

The poet Whittier has well said: but according to the most reliable figures, during the years 
"Give fools their gold and knaves their power, 192Z, 1924, 1925, and 1926--the four years which I have men-

Let fortune's bubbles rise and fall, tioned-there was a net loss of 3,600,000 people from the farms 
Who saves a field or trains a flower, of the United States, and that much of a gain to the cities. 

or plants a tree is more than all." It is a remarkable fact, Mr. President, that in spite of the 
tremendous increa:se in our total population by the natural 

l\1r. BARKLEY obtained the floor. process of increase, the farm population has dropped and is 
Mr. CO~"'NALLY. l\fr. President, I suggest the absence of a dropping year by year to a lower level in comparison with the 

quorum. total population of the United States. It would seem in the 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. natural order of things that this would tend largely to solve 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators the farm problem, because every time a million people leave 

answered to their names: the farm and go to the city, by that nu~ber the number of 
Allen Flet-cher King Shortridge producers is decreased and by the same number the number 
~!~~ieS: Frazier fJ_~]f~{!~te ~~ilions of consumers is increased; but, notwithstanding the fact that 
Bingham 8m~fi McMaster Smoot this process has been going on for years, it has not solved the 
Black Glass McNary Steck farm problem. Indeed, it has made no serious contribution to 
Blaine g1Wn :f~i~!lf ~!;!:;~n the solution of the farm problem, because the farmer, on the 
~~~S: Ggldsborough Norbeck '.rhomas, Idaho whole, is in a worse condition to-day than he was eight years 
Bratton Greene rorris Thomas, Okla. ago, than he was five years ago, and two years ago. 
Brookhart ~~~~'is ~!:iie ~~:~:cl.1 Not only that, Mr. President, but during the last six or eight 
~~~~~~ard Harrison Overman 'l'ydings years the value of farm property in the United States-, acco~d-
Capper Hastings Patterson ~~~~nberg ing to the testimony of various experts, economists, and stabs-
2~~':J~~ ~i~;id ~~~ps Wagner ticians, backed up by statements of the former Secretary. of 
Copeland Hayden Pittman Walcott Agriculture, has decreased more than $17,000,000,000. Durmg 
Couzens Hebert · ~~Jdell ~;}:~: ~~~t the same period the value of farm products has decreased $13,-
B~!ing ~~~~II Robinson, Ark. Warren 000,000,000; so that the farmers of the United States to-day are 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman $30,000,000,000 poorer than they were eight years ago. 
fl~ie il~~~s ~:~!f1tt :~~~re~ That $30,000,000,000, Mr. President, represents ~ore than. the 
Fess Keyes Sheppard combined value of the 250,000 miles of railroads m the Umted 

States with all of their equipment, terminals, and trains, the 
Mr. SCHALL. 1\Iy colleague the senior Senator from Minne- value ~f their entire property. No man can seriously consider 

sota [Mr. SHIP.STEAD] is ill and confined to the hospital. This these facts without admitting, at least to himself if he does not 
announcement may stand for the day. · h f · rob 

The ~.,.ICE PRESIDENT. Ninot-u-one Senators having an- do it publicly, that there is affectmg t e armer a serwus P . -
t '"'-'J lem that does not attach to any other group or any other m

swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from dustry in the United States. 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] will proceed. The depression of agriculture has not been confin.ed alone to 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I hardly suppose at this the United States. it has been a world-wide depression. It has 
stage of the discussion of the farm relief bill, so-called, that any been more seriou~ in the United. States probably than in any 
Senator could hope to change or influence many votes, if any other country because of the economic disadvantages which 
single vote, by anything he might say on the su~ject; but I attach to agriculture here as compared with industry H;nd 
desire to offer to the Senate some observations w1th reference finance. Following the World War there was a world-wide 
to two or three phases of the subject which I think ought to be depression in both agriculture and industry, but industry was 
considered especially in connection with our position on the able to revive and recover within the very brief space of a year 
pending amendment offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. or two, while agriculture not only has not revived, not only has 
WATSON]. not recovered, but it has continued to grow more depressed. and 

There are three questions, it seems to me, that ought to O<'cnpy to suffer greater disadvantages in the United. States. by a co~
our attention in connection with the subject. One is, Is there a parison not only with industry but even w1th agriculture m 
farm problem? Another is, If there is a farm problem, what other portions of the world. . 
produced it? The third question is, If there is a farm problem, Mr. President, while the farmer has seen the value of his 
what is the remedy for it? products go down and the value of his land de_cline, while at the 

In order that we may understand, at least to our own satis- same time the value of other property has mcreased and the 
faction, what remedy may be offered or suggested that contains value of other products of toil have multiplied, he has also 
wisdom, it is advisable that we consider the causes of the farm seen his net income decline until in 1926, the last year for which 
situation with which we are now undertaking to deal and I have been able to obtain the figures, the average farmer in 
which we are seeking to remedy. There are many people in the the United States made an income of less than $700 per annum 
country who take it for granted that because in the whole his- compared to more than $1,500 per year for all other occupations 
tory of the world there have been certain portions of our people outside of agriculture. 
either willing or compelled to till the soil, that condition will Not only bas the farmer seen the value of his property and 
continue throughout the future history of the world and there- the value of his products decline and the income of his labor 
fore it makes little difference what the economic and financial decline but he has at the same time seen his debts increase and 
relationship may be between agriculture and other industries accumulate until to-day the farmers of the Nation owe more 
and other groups. than $12,500,000,000. While the farmer has seen his indebted· 

In talking over the farm situation a few days ago with a ness increase he has ,also seen his taxes increase. During the 
distinguished gentlema,n he offered the criticism that the trouble past seven years the farmers have had their taxes increased 
with the farmer to-day is that he has too many automobiles from $350,000,000 per annum to more than $900,000,000 per 
and too many radios. No man who entertains that viewpoint annum. In the year 1920, Mr. President, there were only 3 
is in any position to deal fairly with agriculture. I do not de- States out of the 48 that had more than 60 per cent of tenancy 
sire to detain the Senate by a discussion of the relative merits on the farms, but in 1925, 6 of the largest agricultural States 
of the farmer who desires a,n automobile and the banker or of the Nation had a tenancy of more than 60 per cent on the 
merchant or manufacturer who desires one. I have no disposi- farms of those 6 States, and in 1925 there were 15 States in 
tlon to wa te time unde-rtaking to discuss the right of farm the Union that had a tenancy of more than 40 per cent on the 
families located. in isolated communities to have the privilege farms within their borders. 
of enjoying music, oratory, and entertainment in their living In the State of South Dakota alone the farm mortgage debt 
rooms and in their homes just as other people desire to do. The increased in five years from $89,000,000 in 1920 to more than 
man who looks upon those who are engaged in agriculture $100,000,000 in 1925, while in the State of Iowa during the 
from the standpoint that they are seeking to a greater extent same period the farm mortgage debt increased from $489,000,000 
than they deserve to enjoy the same blessings and the same to $625,000,000. 
facilities enjoyed by other people, of course, has no right, in my The price of hired labor on the farm increased from $28 per 
judgment, to be considered in determining what shall be the month in 1910 to $65 per month in 1920, and then dropped back 
remedy offered for the solution of this question. to $47 per month in 1925. 

I do not suppose that anybody in his right mind and who has I The number of banki·uptcies of farmers increased from ~5 
given any study to the question doubts that there is a farm out of 100,000 farmers in 1919 to 123 out of every 100,000 m 
problem.. D_uring the years 1922, 1924, 1925, and 1926 an aver- 1925. 
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Whan E.hipping bay to market in 1919, the farmer paid for 

fre-ight 10 pounds out ~f every 100 pounds of hay; in 1921 he 
paid for freight 20 pounds out of ev~ 100 po~ds of hay. 

A farmer shipping wheat in 1917 paid for freight 3.3 pounds 
out of each 100 p<:Junds of wheat, while in 1922 he paid 9.3 
pounds of wheat out of each 100 in order to transport his wheat 
from tbe farm to market. 

In 1918 he paid for freight 7 pounds out of each 100 pounds 
~f corn ; in 1922 he paid for freight 38 pounds out of each 100 
p<:Junds of corn. . . 

In shipping potatoes t~ market ~ ~917 he pa1.d .for freigJ;lt 5 
pounds out of each 100 pounds, while m 1921 he paid for freight 
18 pounds out of each 100 pounds of potatoes shipped. 

I do not mention the e facts, Mr. President, as any evidence 
that the increased charges are not justified ; but merely to show 
·that the cost of transportation has enormously increased, a cost 
which the farmer has been compelled to bear. 

During the same period the purchasing power of tJ;le farmer 
as compared to pre-war conditions has declined to a little more 
than 70 per cent of its value before the war. . . . 

Durin"' the crop year of 1924-25, accordmg to information 
gleaned from the reports of the Department of Agriculture, the 
net loss t~ agriculture as a whole, based upon the same methods 
of bookkeeping !lS prevailing in other industries, amounted to 
more than $5,000,000,000. In other words, i~ we consider ~gri
culture as a going busine s on the same basis t!Iat we co_ns1der 
profit and loss in connection with any other mdustry m the 
United States according to information furnished by the De
partment of Agricultm·e, we find that agriculture in one year 
lost $5,000,000,000, while during that same year industry made a 
net profit of $1,677,000,000. . . 

In the last crop year, that of 1927-28, the gross rncome of six 
and a half million farmers in the United States amounted to 
$12,250,000,000. Adding the total of the charg~ prop~rly made 
against the farm industry, considered as a gomg busmess, we 
find that the total of such expenses and charges amounted to 
more than $17,000,000,000, which means that the industry as a 
whole in the last crop year fell short by more than $5,000,000,000. 

The income from the farm since 1920 has not been sufficient 
to pay a fair return on the value of the capital used for agricul
tural purposes, nor a fair wage for the farmer's labor, nor to 
permit farmers and their families to maintain a. ~tandard of 
livino- comparable witb othe-r groups of the same ability. 

If bwe compare the cost of supplies, taxes, interest, railroad 
rates, wage scales, building costs, and all other elements enter
ing into the situation, we find that the price ~f farm products 
since 1920 has fallen below every other item individually and 
far below the average of them ·au. In 1919 it required only 5 
bales of c~tton to discharge a mortgage debt of a thousand dol
lars, while in 1927 it required 13 bales of cotton to discharge a 
mortgage debt of $1,000. 

Since 1921, according to the Department of Agriculture, the 
farmer's costs have averaged 70 per cent higher than in 1914, 
while the price of his products has only been 29 per cent higher 
than in 1914. But when we turn to industry we find that prices 
for n~nagricultural products since 1921 have been nearly 68 per 
cent above pre-war prices, and that industry has been able to 
increase its efficiency 59 per cent, while agriculture has been able 
to increase the production Of its labor only 30 per cent. 

We find that since 1921, according to the Department of 
Agriculture, the farmer has suffered an average los~ ~f . $3.34 
per acre on every acre of tillable soil used for the cultivation of 
the five principal crops of corn, wheat, oats, cotton, a!ld hay. 

It has been reliably estimated by experienced econo1lllsts and 
expert statisticians that the net cost of ~he present tariff laws 
in the increased cost of living to the Nati.on as a whole amounts 
to $3,600,000,000 per annum to all the people of the United 
States. If the share of this extra cost represented by the 
farmers of the Nation can be fairly said to be one-fourth
which, I think, is a reasonable estimate--then this ite-m of 
increased expense to agriculture amounts to about $1,000,000,000 
per year. 

Notwithstanding these appalling conditions t~ which I have 
refeiTed no serious effort has made any headway in bridging 
the cha~m between depressed agriculture and other industlies 
in the United States for which such marvelous prosperity is now 
claimed. 

I am not interested, l\Ir. President, .in any partisan considera
tion of the farm problem and I do not think we ought to 
approach it from the standpoint of partisanship, because the 
great bulk of the farmers of the Unit.E;d States a_re not concern.ed 
about which pat·ty or how many parties may brmg n~ed re~ef 
to them. What they desire and what they demand lS relief. 
Neither am I greatly concerne4 about how inconsistent Mem
bers of this body or any body may have been in the past in 

voting up<>n agr1culturallegislation, for we have all been feeling 
our way in the dark on the subject, and what yesterday may 
have appeared to be a wise solution may to-day appear perfectly 
ridiculous and foolish. Therefore, I do not think the charge of 
inconsistency can lie at the door of any Senator because he may 
have changed his views about the relative merits of proposals 
for farm relief. In that connection we also must take into con
sideration the alternatives that are offered to us at any particu
lar time during the consideration of this or any similar mea. ure. 
It so happens, however, that the Republican Party has been in 
power in the Nation since this situation began, and it is 
claimed that the situation began by reason of some inefficiency 
or deficiency in the administration that preceded it in 1921 and 
on back for eight years. 

If we desired to enter upon a partisan discussion of this ques
tion, and if for the sake of argument it might be admitted that 
the depression in agriculture, to start with, might have been 
traced to some inefficiency or deficiency in the party in power 
for eight years just prior to 1921, then we might as logically 
reply that the failure to remedy that situation during eight 
years certainly could be charged to the door of the party which 
has been in power during the past eight or nine years. I do 
not, however, desire to approach the matter from that stand
point, and I do not approach it from that angle. 

In 1922, however, the leaders of the Republican Party made 
a gesture toward relief by placing a tariff upon agricultuml 
products coming into the United States. I have no doubt that 
that effort on the part of some was made in good faith, although 
man·y of us who were then Members of Congress predicted 
that it was not the Temedy for the agricultural depression; that 
it would not bring the relief which agriculture desired, of which 
it was in need, and which it had a right to demand. But in 
order that agriculture might at least feel that Congress was 
making an effort to do what in the last three platforms of 
your party you promised to do--place it on an economic basis 
equal to that of industry, whatever that means-in 1922 a 
tariff law was enacted placing a tari.ff on agricultural imports. 

I think it· can be demonstrated beyond the peradventure of 
a doubt that that tariff has cost the farmer more than it gave 
him during the last seven years. No less an authority than 
Hon. Henry A. Wallace, the publisher and editor of Wallace's 
Farmer, son of a former Secretary of Agriculture under the 
administration of President Harding, recently made a state
ment in the newspapers that for every dollar the farmer had 
gained by reason of the tari.ff he had lost $50 in return. 

We must consider this situation as it relates to basic agri
culture, and not some particular group or crop. I have no 
doubt that the levying of a tariff upon bananas-as is now re
quested by men who keep their faces straight-high enough t~ 
keep bananas out of the United States might result in the 
people eating a few more peaches and pears, and thereby 
render a corresponding benefit to the growers of peaches and 
pears; but that is not a part of the real agricultural problem 
that brings us here in this extra session. Undoubtedly the levy
ing of a prohibitive tariff on olives benefits the olive growers 
and the producers of olive oil in the United States; but the pr~
duction and marketing of olives is not a part of the great agn
cultural problem that brings Congress into extraordinary ses
sion in an effort to solve it. I am speaking of the basic agri
cultural commodities of wheat, corn, pork, tobacco, cotton, rice, 
and things of that sort. 

What are the facts with reference to those crops? 
In i926 the value of the six basic crops of the United States 

amounted to $5,500,000,000, 44 per cent of the total farm in
come for that year. We produced in that year 831,000,000 
bushels of wheat, valued at a billion dollars. During that y~ar 
we imported 13,250,000 bushels, valued at $16,000,000. Durmg 
that year we exported 206,000,000 bushels of wheat. The imports 
of wheat amounted to only 6 per cent of the surplus crop of 
that year, leaving 94 per cent ~f th~t surplus crop to be mar
keted by exportation to other countries. 

Will anybody seriously contend that the importation of 
13 000 000 bushels of wheat could seliously affect the price of 
83l 000 000 bushels of wheat? And even the 42 cents per bushel 
tariff ~n wheat did not give to the American farmer a higher 
price than was received in our neighboring Dominion of Canada. 

In June, 1927, the cash price of wheat in Minneapolis was 
$1.52 per bushel. In Winnipeg it ~as $1.61 per bushel, not
withstanding there was a 42-cent tariff on each bushel of wheat 
that came into the United States. In July of that year wheat 
sold in Minneapolis at $1.50 a bushel and in Winnipeg, Canada, 
at $1.62 per bushel. In August of the same year in Minneapolis 
wheat brought $1.49 per bushel and in Winnipeg $1.60: It is, 
therefore, ob~ious that our· wheat · growers, who are mvolved 
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to a tremendous extent in this agricultural depres:;ion, receive 
no benefit from the tariff of 42 cents a bushel on wheat. 

On the 6th day of March, 1924, President Coolidge raised the 
tariff on wheat from 30 cents a bushel to 42 cents a bushel. On 
that day in the city of Chicago wheat was selling at $1.15% 
per bushel. On the 27th day of March of the same year, only 
three weeks later, wheat was selling in the city of Chicago at 
$1 per bushel. It went down 15 cents a bushel in three weeks 
after the President had raised the tariff from 30 cents to 42 
cents per bushel. 

In 1!f26 we produced in the United States 2, 750,000,000 bush
els · of corn, valued at $1,750,000,000. We imported that year 
1,100,000 bushels, valued at $1,000,000, while we exported 
20,000,000 bushels. The amount imported was only 5 per cent 
of the surplus-not 5 per cent of the crQp; only 5 per cent of the 
·small surplus of 20,000,000 bushels. If we had had a prohibi
tive tariff on corn so that the 1,000,000 bushels could not have 
come in, can anyone seriously contend that it would have mate
rially affected the farm problem of the United States With 
reference to corn? 

In the same year, 1926, there were on the farms Qf this coun
try 52,000,000 head of bogs, valued at $15.21 per head. During 
that year we exported 300,000,000 pounds of pork and 700,000,000 
:Pounds of lard, while only 14,500,000 pounds of pork were im
ported into the United States from all the foreL,on countries 
combined. A higher tariff on pork would not have appreciably 
affected the present farm problem in the United States either 
for 1926, 1927, 1928, 1929, or any other year. 

In the year 1926 we produced 18,000,000 bales of cotton, valued 
at $1,000,000,000, of which we exported 65 per cent, or 11,500,000 
bales. We imported that year only .420,000 bales of cotton, 
valued at $37,000,000. A prohibitive tariff on cotton that would 
have kept out those 420,000 bales would not have affected the 
cotton situation anywhere in t11e United States to any appre
ciable extent. 
- During the same year we produced 42,000,000 bushels of rice, 
valued at $46,000,000, and imported two and a half million 
bushels, valued at $2,750,000. We exported 17,500,000 bushels 
and sold it in competition with the rice producers in Japan 
and other countries where labor is much cheaper than it is in 
the United States. If we had had a prohibitive tariff on rice 
that year or any other year that would have prevented the 
importation of this two and a half million bushels, it could not 
·have materially affected the farm situation with reference to 
rice in the United States. 

During 1926 we produced 1,250,000,000 pounds of tobacco, 
valued at $236,000,000. During that year we imported 91,000,-
000 pounds of tobacco, valued at $16,500,000, while we exported 
and sold in the markets of the world 516,000,000 pounds. A 
prohibitive tR;riff on tobacco that would have kept out those 
91,000,000 pounds that were imported would still have made it 
necessary far us to find a market for 82 per cent of our sur
plus tobacco crop in 1926, which was nearly half of the entire 
crop. So that it could not have materially affected the value of 
the cr·op or the farm situation which we are now considering 
in this extra session of Congress. 

The value of the surplus of these crops in 1926 was 
$1,009,000,000, and the value of all imports of these products was 
$150,000,000, amounting to only 8 per cent in quantity of our 
total surplus, and 14 per cent in value. If the tariff on these 
products was raised so high that not a dollar's worth of them 
could come into the United States from other countries, it would 
not affect the basic values of these crops, R;S 90 per cent of the 
surplus of all these crops would still have to be exported for 
sale -in other countries. 

Therefore, an increase in the tariff on these products, which 
compose nearly half the total of all farm products, can not 
by itself solve the farm problem nor contribute materially to 
its solution. No amount of political sophistry will be able to 
convince the American farmer that any sort of tariff increase 
that further victimizes him, without any increased benefit 
being offered in good faith, is a solution of his distressing 
condition. 

By these remarks I do not declare myself against an increase 
in a tariff on agticultural products. I may vote for such an 
increase in the tariff on agricultural products, but my contention 
is that if we fix the tariff so high that not a dollar's worth of 
agricultural products could come into the United States at all, 
it would not be a solution of the farm problem which confronts 
us t(}-day, and with which we must deal, and which, if possible, 
we must r emedy. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (1\!r. P .ATTERSON in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
·North Dakota? 

LXXI-57 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I think the figures the Senator has given 

bear out the fact that during the past few years there have been 
more imports of agricultural products than exports, and if we 
could place a tariff on agricultural products that come in here 
in direct competition with the products we can produce as well 
as not here in the United States, it seems to me it would 
undoubtedly help us in handling the surpluses we now produce. 
In other words, on acreage on which we are now producing con
siderable wheat or cotton or tobacco, or ·something of that kind, 
they would raise farm products like those coming in here from 
foreign countries, which would be kept out if we had a tariff 
on them, or should be kept out, at least if we had a tariff on 
them high enough to keep them out. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I illustrated a moment ago, if the Senator 
will recall, that a higher tariff on such articles as bananas or 
olives might be of benefit to groups of farmers. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Of course, bananas we do not produce. 
Mr. BARKLEY. That a high tariff on some other farm prod

ucts might in an isolated community, as to an isolated group of 
agricultural products, produce some benefit, but it . would not 
solve the important problem which confronts us now, which is 
to afford relief from the intolerable conditions to which I have 
referred. 

Mr. FRAZIER. No; it is not the whole solution by any 
means. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. _ 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Am I to understand that the 

Senator is opposed to a tariff on farm products? 
Mr. BARKLEY. No; the Senator did not understand that. 
Mr_ ROBINSON of Indiana. Is the Senator opposed to a 

tariff on farm products? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I am not. I just said a moment ago that 

I made no declaration of opposition to a tariff on farm products. 
I might even vote for an increase. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the tariff does not do any 
good, and if as to these things the Senator bas enumerated the 
tariff was not beneficial to the farmers, except to an isolated 
group here and there, why would the Senator vote now for 
increasing the tariff? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senator from Indiana is 
seeking to make me appear inconsistent with my own argument. 
What I stated was that if the tariff, during the year to which 
I have referred, which I think is a typical year, had been high 
enough to keep out all the 13,000,000 bushels of wheat, all the 
million bushels of corn, all the 91,000,000 pounds of tobacco, and 
the other imports of the six basic commodities to which I have 
referred, it would not have materially solved the farm problem 
that confronted the Nation ru; a whole, and would not materially 
solve it now. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then, as I understand it, the 
Senator believes that the protective tariff on farm products 
during the last few years has not done the farmer any good? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I did not say that. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the Senator mean to say 

that? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I think perhaps it may to some extent have 

benefited him in special instances ; but not any appreciable 
extent would it go toward a solution of this problem with 
which we are now dealing, and if the tariff in those years had 
been prohibitive, so that no product at all could have come in 
in competition with cotton, wheat, rice, tobacco, or the others 
I mentioned, we would still have the farm problem that we have 
to-day. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then the Senator concedes that 
the tariff has done the farmer some good? 

1\Ir. BARKLEY. No; I have not and I Q.o not concede that; 
though in some isolated instance it may have done so; and I 
am going to proceed to show the Senator from Indiana that it 
has not done him any good, as a whole; that it may have 
helped some individual agricultural product, but that taken 
as a whole, it has hurt the farmer more than it has helped him. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. lf that is the case, then, as I 
get it, if it has hurt the farm·er more than it has helped him, 
the Senator would vote to eliminate duties on farm products? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will learn how I will vote on 
that subject when we get to the tariff bill. I am undertaking 
to discuss now the results of the situation we have had for the 
last eight years as it has affected the farm problem we are 
considering. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I did not want to misunder
sm.nd tJle Sep.ator. I w~ under the impression that he had 
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said that it had done the farmer more harm than good, and that 
still he would vote for a continuation of the tariff duty on 
agricultural commodities. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not said I would vote for or against 
the continuation. I will be governed by what I deem best 
when the time comes to levy a tariff on farm products. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the Senator had been in this 
body in 1921, would he have voted for the tariff schedules on 
farm products? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not necessary to cross bridges which 
have been burned years ago. 

It is difficult to realize, without investigation, the extent to 
which agriculture has suffered during the last eight years on 
account of the uneven economic conditions which have sur
rounded it as compared with other industries. 

In November, 1925, the price of all farm products in the 
Uniteu States was 45 per cent above the price of 1913. During 
the same period the price which the farmer was compelled to 
pay for the necessities he had to buy increased more than 100 
per cent. In 1925 the farmer's purchasing power was only 64 
per cent as compared with 1913. The cost of his building ma
terials increased 87 per cent. The cost of his clothing increased 
108 per cent. The cost of his bedroom furniture and supplies 
increased 90 per cent. 

It is interesting and instructive to consider the effect of 
present tariff legislation upon the farmer, not only because you 
are proposing to increase these burdens within a few weeks 
but also because you are proposing as a measure of farm relief 
another gesture in the form of a higher tariff on certain farm 
products which has already been demonstrated to be of no 
benefit to him. It will be impossible to consider the effect of 
present tariff legislation upon the farn1ers of each State in the 
Union separately, but I have gathered some information con
cerning a few of the typical States, which ought to be taken 
into consideration, not only in connection with the pending bill 
but also in connection with future tariff legislation. 

Let us take the State of Indiana: In 1925 the farmers of 
Indiana gained the sum of $859,000 as a result of the present 
taliff law. At the same time they lost on account of it $4,826,-
000-while the whole State of Indiana lost the sum of $10,-
760,000. Therefore the net loss to the farmers of Indiana 
amounted to $3,967,000, and the net loss to the whole State was 
$14,728,000. This was on the agricultural schedule. When we 
consider the manufacturers' schedule under the present tariff 
law we find that the cost to the farmers of Indiana amount to 
$33,107,000. The cost to others in Indiana not engaged in farm
ing amount to $70,805,000, making the total cost to the people 
of Indiana amount to the stupendous sum of $103,912,000. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Do I understand the Senator to 

say that the farmers of Indiana lost money during the past four 
years because of the tariff? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I was speaking of 1925. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is to say, because there 

was a tariff protecting the farmers of Indiana from the impor
tation of products raised abroad, with the cheaper standards of 
living, lower standards of living, and lower cost of production, 
the tariff wall, being up for the protection of the farmers of 
Indiana, did them more harm than good because the products 
from abroad could not get up over the walL Is that what be 
means to say? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; that is not what I mean to say. I mean 
to say that on agricultural products affecting the State of 
Indiana there was a tariff which benefited it to the extent of 
$859,000 in that year, and the cost to the farmer not producing 
those particular articles on which there was a tariff amounted 
to $4,826,000, so that when you strike a balance of gains against 
losse , the net loss to the farmers of Indiana amounted to 
$3,967,000. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. As I understand it, then, the 
Senator says that the farmers of Indiana lost money on those 
commodities because they did not produce them. Is not that 
what it amounts to? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; not at all; not because they did not 
produce them but because they were compelled-those who did 
not produce the articles referred to were compelled-to pay out 
$4,000,000 more than the gains to the farmers of Indiana who 
did produre the articles on which there was a tariff. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In other words, they paid 
hlgl'ler prices on the articles which were protected. 

.Mr. BARKLEY. They might have done that, and still the 
farmers receive no benefit from it. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If it is true that the protection 
injures rather than helps, I do not seem to understand why the 
Senator would vote for a continuation of protection. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not said that I would vote for a 
continuation of protection, if the Senator will recall my remarks. 
What I am undertaking to say is that even if he and I both 
were willing to fix the tariff so high on agricultural products 
that it would keep all articles out of this country, it still would 
have no appreciable effect in solving the problem which now 
confronts the farmers of the Nation. That is my position. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then there would be no occa
sion for voting for increased duties, as I understood the Senator 
to say he probably would do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think, myself, that there would be no real 
occasion except to show the farmer that from a psychological 
and intellectual standpoint we want him to get in on the tariff 
if there is any possible direct or indirect benefit that can come 
from it, but so far as actual results to the farmer are concerned, 
I think we might as well not vote any tariff on agricultural 
products affecting these basic commodities. What I say about 
these basic commodities does not necessarily apply to some 
isolated crop or some isolated community, where a prohibitive 
tariff on some given farm product might do some good. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not desire to interrupt the 
Senator in his speech, but, as I understand it, the Senator 
simply clings to the traditional policy of his party-free trade. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. In the first place, the Senator does not 
understand any such thing. The traditional policy of the Demo
cratic Party never bas been free trade and it is not now, and 
nobody knows that better than the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The Senator probably believes 
in a tariff for revenue oniy. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe in a competitive tariff. I believe 
the tariff ought to be taken out of politics, if the Senator wants 
to know my position on the tariff. We tried to do that some 

-10 or 15 years ago by setting up a Tariff Commission to investi
gate tariffs from an economic standpoint, from the standpoint 
of business necessity, from the standpoint of competitive inter
est of our country as compared with other countries, and I 
believe yet that a proper tariff commission, with a propel" per
sonnel, would go a long way toward taking the tariff out of 
politics and undertaking to solve it along that line. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Republican administrations 

appointed on the Tariff Commission members who had formerly 
composed a part of the tariff lobby at the Capitol when tariff 
bills were under consideration. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, and not only did that but 
undertook to secure from one man whose reappointment came 
up a letter of resignation in advance, to hold over him as a 
Damocles sword, in the hope that he would either be intimi
dated by that against making any further recommendations for 
reductions of tariffs, or it would result in his resignation, or 
the acceptance of a resignation extracted from him in advance. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. But it should be said, out of 
respect for that member of the commission, that he declined to 
accept the appointment under such conditions, and refused to 
sign such a letter, and he was not reappointed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; and those of us who know him, and 
knew him, would have expected him to take precisely that posi
ti,on with respect to such reappointment. 

1\fr. ROBINSON of Indiana. l\1r. President, as I understand 
it then, the Senator would remove the tariff from politics, and 
the protective duties from agricultural products? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the Senator from Indiana did not un
der~tand me to say that, and be did not understand me to mean 
that. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is what I understood the 
Senator to mean. 

Mr. BARKLEY. With all respect to the Senator from In
diana I do not see how, if he exercised ordinary intelligence, he 
could, have understood any such thing from the language which 
I used. 

l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. Will the Senator state from 
what he is reading the figures be bas given? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The figures that I am giving have been 
gathered by various economic grou_ps, including the Farm Bu
reau Federation of the United States. I have gathered some of 
them from a very interesting publication on farm relief by tbe 
professor of rural economy of the College of Agriculture of 
Cornell University, and various other publications that are 
based upon figures obtained from reports issued by the Depart-
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ment of Agriculture of the United States during the last 8 or 10 
years. 

1\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I understand from what he has 
just suggested that this is the Senator's own compilation? 

l\fr. BARKLEY. No; it is not the Senator's own compilation. 
It is my copying of compilations which others have made, and I 
did not make the compilations myself. · 

The farmers of Indiana, according to the figures, lost $44 for . 
every $1 gained by the tariff on agricultural products. The 
people of Indiana as a whole lost $138 for every dollar they 
gained by the present tariff both on agricultural and industrial 
products. Calculating the cost to the whole country on this 
basis, it amounted to $3,600,000,000 per year. 

Let us return to Ohio, which is another typically American 
:state. During the same year the gain to the farmer of Ohio 
from the agricultural tariff amounted to $3,220,000. The cost to 
the farmer on account of the tariff was $6,084,000. The cost to 
the other people in Ohio not engaged in agriculture was $24,B78,-
000. The net result to the farmers of Ohio because of the agri
cultural tariff was a loss of $2,864,000. Considering the manu
facturing schedule as it applies to Ohio, we find that it cost the 
farmers of Ohio $40,510,000. It cost others not engaged in farm
ing $151,700,000, making the total cost to the people of Ohio 
$192,210,000. 

Let us consider another typically mid-western State, Illinois. 
The tariff on agricultural products produced a gain to the farm
ers of illinois of $677,000, but it cost the farmers of illinois 
$5,840,000, while it cost others in Illinois not engaged in farming 
$31,207,000, making a total loss to the people of Illinois of 
$37,047,000. The net loss to the farmers of Illinois from the 
operations of the present tariff on agricultural products 
amounted to $5,163,000. 

Considering the manufacturers' schedule under the present 
tariff law, we find it cost the farmers of Illinois $40,000,000 and 
it cost the balance of the population of Illinois $205,000,000, 
Pmk:ing the total cost to the people of illinois $225,000,000. The 
farmers alone in the State of Illinois under the schedules of the 
present tariff lost $67 for every dollar they gained, whil-e the 
people of Illinois lost $414 for every dollar they gained. That 
is what Mr. Wallace, son of the former Secretary of Agriculture, 
meant when he said that the farmers of the United States as a 
whole had lost $50 every time they gained $1 under the present 
tariff law. 

Taking all three of the States mentioned, we find that the 
gain from the agricultural tariff was $4,756,000 while it cost 
$16,749,000. The ne>nagricultural population lost $66,546,000. 
Considering the agricultural schedules alone we find that the 
farmers of the three States of Indiana, Ohio, and illinois lost 
$12,()00,000. When we consider the manufacturing schedule as 
it affected the people of those three States we find it cost the 
farmers alone $113,617,000 and it coS.t the nonfarming population 
of those three States $500,928,000, making a total cost to the 
three States of practically $615,000,000. 

The farmers of the three States mentioned lost $20 every 
time they gained $1, while the people in all three of those States 
lost $130 every time they gained $1. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OF1i'ICER. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield 
Mr. FRAZIER. Has the Senator the figures as to the amounts 

lost... to the farmers by reason of the tariff on farm products 
throughout the United States? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. I have them for 14 States. I have n<>t 
been able to obtain them for all of the States. I am going to 
proceed now to give the results for 14 States, including the 
3 which I have just mentioned. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Of course, the figures were given to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry several times and have 
been stated on the floor of the Senate, showing that practically 
the average loss to the farmer below the cost of production on 
the products he sold was $6,500,000,000 a year. If be lost more 
than that amount by the tariff, it wou~d offset the gain he made 
upon the sale of his products. 

1\Ir. BARKLEY. The two propositions are intertwined. Part 
of that $6,500,000,000 net loss to which the Senator refers 
consists of the increased costs which are figured in the net loss 
to the farmer as compared to what be gained. 

Let us take now the 14 States which may be said to be fairly 
representative and typical of the whole country and ascertain 
what the effect has been upon them. I refer to the three pre
viously mentioned-Qhio, Indiana, and Illinois--and to Iowa, 
Minnesota, Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, UU!h, Idaho, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, Oregon, and Texas. 

We find that for those 14 States as a whole the tariff on farm 
products produced a gain to the farmers of $21,170,000, while 
it cost them $56,459,000. In Ohio every time the people gained 
$1 as a result of the tariff they lost $14. That is only the agri
cultural tariff of which I am speaking now. In Indiana the 
ratio was $44 lost to $1 gained. In illinois the ratio was $67 
of loss to $1 of gain. In Minnesota the ratio was $9 of loss 
to $1 of gain. In Wisconsin the ratio was $51 of loss to $1 of 
gain. In Iowa the ratio was $67 of loss to $1 of gain. In 
Kansas the ratio was $118 of loss to $1 of gain. In Nebraska 
the ratio was $17 of loss to $1 of gain. In Colorado the ratio 
was $2.50 of loss to $1 of gain. In Utah the ratio was $2.50 
of loss to $1 of gain. In Washington the ratio was $54 of loss 
to $1 of gain. In Oregon the ratio .was $30 of loss to $1 gain. 
In Idaho the ratio was $8 of loss to $1 gain. In Texas the 
ratio was $267 of loss to $1 of gain. 

The total population of those of 14 States in 1920 was 
34,666,784. The farming population of the 14 States was 11,604,-
9~. The farm gain under the agricultural tariff was $21,170~-
000, the loss was .$437,729,000, while the total cost of the present 
tariff law to all the people of the 14 States amounted t() 
$1,400,548,000. 

Let us see how the increase in the tariff on farm products 
bas affected the problem of agricultural depression. On the 
6th day of March, 1926, President Coolidge increased the tariff 
on butter from 8 cents to 12 cents a pound. At that time butter 
was selling at 43.5 cents per pound in New York. By March 
26, 1926, it had declined to 41 cents a pound, and on April 26 
of that sanie year it sold for 37%, cents per pound, notwith
standing the fact that the President had increased the tariff 
from 8 cents to 12 cents per pound only a few weeks before. 
Can anyone contend that sudl an increase in the tariff on butter 
is any part of a solution of the agricultural problem which 
confronted the people of the Nation either then or now? 

I do not call attention to these fluctuations, Mr. President, 
for any partisan purpose. I call attention to them merely to 
demonstrate that no kind of tariff legislation we can enact will 
solve the farmer's problem at this time or make any appreciable 
contribution to its solution. The reason WhY I deem it per
tinent to discuss this phase of the agricultural situation is 
because in addition to the provisions of the bill now under 
consideration in the Senate it is proposed to deal with the 
agricultural tariff as a .coordinate branch of our legislation 
designed to help agriculture in the United States. 

The farmers of America are not concerned about the small 
maneuvers of politicians seeking to put other politicians in a 
hole. The farmers of America know that they are in a hole 
and that this hole bas been growing deeper from year to year. 
It would be nothing short of criminal for men in positions of 
responsibiUty to use the farmers' plight to advance themselves 
or to embarrass their enemies. Therefore I have not called 
attention to these fluctuating prices of agricultural products for 
any reason excel}t to show that the remedy for the .farmer is not 
in a higher tariff on his basic product, and it certainly can not 
be in a higher tariff on the products he does not produce. I 
have called attention to them to show that if the American 
farmer is to be given any relief under the tariff it must be done 
in some other way than by raising the rates, however much they 
help to meet the situation with reference to other products 
which may be affected by a definite rate. 

In other words, if the farmer of the United States i:s to be 
aided by any tariff legislation or by a consideration of the tariff 
in connection with his problem, it can not be done alone by rais
ing the rates on agricultural products, but it must be done. in 
some other way, so as to make the tariff effective to bring bene
fits to him. If he is to be benefited in any way by the tariff, it 
must be done by some arrangement by which he can be relieved 
of at least a portion of the burden he is bearing for the benefit 
of others and made able to receive a portion of it back into his 
own pocket. 

(At this p.oint Mr. BARKLEY yielded to Mr. SHORTRIDGE to 
submit a unanimous-consent request, which appears after the 
conclusion of Mr. BARKLEY's speech.) 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I was calling attention to 
the combination of proposals that have been offered and which 
are to be offered as a solution of the farm problem, one being 
the bill now under consideration, with or without the so-called 
debenture plan, and the other a subsequent proposal in the 
nature of an increase in the tariff on agricultural products. 

:M:r. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Kentucky 
yield before h€ enters upon that point'? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken
tucky yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
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Mr. FESS. I want to ask the Senator before he enters upon 

that phase of the discussion whether his argument against the 
protective tariff on agricultural products would extend to a 
repeal of the tariff on such products? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No, sir. In the first place, I will say to 
the Senator that he evidently misconstrues the object of my 
remarks. I am not advocating and would not vote for the 
repeal of the tariff on agricultural products. As I stated a 
while ago, I may even vote for an increase of the tariff on 
agricultural products; but my contention is that no tariff we 
can place on the basic agricultural commodities the depression 
in which has produced the farm situation can bring an appreci
able contribution to a solution of the agricultural problem which 
brings us here. 

Mr. FESS. I understood from the statement of the Senator 
when he referred to the prices of butter that he regarded the 
protection afforded butter as of no value. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I referred to butter simply as an evidence
of the fact that the President's efforts to bring about better 
conditions in agriculture by an increase of 8 cents a pound in 
the tariff on butter had produced no results, but that in spite 
of that tariff butter went down from 43% to 37* cents a 
pound. 

Mr. FESS. If the Senator will yield further, I desire to sug
gest to him that the Underwood law, as the Senator will recall, 
placed a good many of the commodities produced by the farmer 
on the free list, and subsequent legislation put them on the 
dutiable list. I was wondering whether the Senator's argument 
was along the line of the Underwood law in placing agricultural 
commodities on the free list. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No, sir; I am not arguing the abstract 
question of the propriety of a tariff on any particular com
modity. I am undertaking to show that the efforts to solve the 
farm problem by a tariff on any farm product is not sufficiently 
effective for us to look to it with any degree of hope, and that, 
therefore, some other method must be employed in order to 
solve the agricultural problem for the farmers of the Nation. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Kentucky 
believes that the protective tariff does not in any way assist 
the product I should think he would not want to maintain the 
expense that goes with the protective tariff, but would vote to 
take it off. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not stated, and I do not state, that 
a tariff on an agricultural product can not in any way affect the 
price of the product; I have admitted freely that there are a 
number of agricultural products upon which a tariff may be 
effecti>e, but those products do not happen to be in the category 
of agricultural products the depression in which has produced 
the alarming situation which we are trying to cure by our legis
lation. Therefore, levying a tariff on them so high as to keep 
out all competition would still leave the farm problem practi
cally unsolved, and, therefore, we must resort to some other 
expedient in order to relieve the situation to any effectual 
degree. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-

tucky yield to th'e Senator from Colorado? · 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
l\Ir. PHIPPS. I desire to ask the Senator fi·om Kentucky if 

he gave the dates on which the price of 43% cents on butter 
prevailed in New York and the date at which it was reduced 
to 37% cents per pound? I did not catch the dates. 

1\fr. BARKLEY. I gave those dates. 
1\Ir. PHIPPS. Then, I shall not trouble the Senator to give 

them again if they are already in the RECoRD. 
l\Ir. BARKLEY. They will appear in my remarks. I gave 

the exact date on which the President raised the tariff and the 
date on which the commodity sold at a lower figure. 

Therefore, Mr. President, as I was saying a while ago, we 
have the bill now pending before the Senate, with or without 
the debenture plan; then we have in the offing the prospect of 
a tariff bill which it is supposed will have some effect on the 
agricultural situation in the United States. I have demon
strated, at least, to my satisfaction, whether or not to the 
satisfaction of any other Senator, that no kind of tariff legisla
tion affecting agricultural products can make any appreciable 
contribution to the solution of the farm problem that now con
fronts the people. If I am correct in assuming that no amount 
of tariff legislation as to agricultural products will bring the 
relief the farmer needs, the situation will be intensified by what 
1 presume is tlle object in raising the tariff on other things that 
he must buy so as to make it still more burdensome upon him 
than it is even now under the present tariff law. Of course, 
however, that is more or less speculative, because we are not 
permitted to see what is "in the lap of the gods" respecting 
the tariff on manufactured products or anything else. 

Then what is the remedy? I presume no man, however . 
learned he might be, would claim that he bas the last word on 
the subject of agricultural relief. We have all been trying to 
find our way in the dark on this subject, and no man is neces
sarily subject to the charge of being inconsistent merely because 
he has voted differently on different occasions. It has been my 
opinion, and is yet my opinion, that the two bills vetoed by 
.President Coolidge offered the best prospect of real assistance 
in helping the farmer work out his problem, but those bills are 
not before us now and we must consider the proposals that are 
before us. I am frank in the belief that the so-called adminis
tration measure, sponsored by the House of Representatives and 
the President, is not sufficient to offer any sub tantial aid to 
American agriculture. In saying this I do not question either 
the sincerity or the good faith of the President or any Member 
of either branch of Congress whose views may differ from mine. 
I take it for granted that every man in a position of responsi
bility tries to follow the light afforded by his intellect and his 
conscience. That is the guide which I attempt to set for my
self, and I have no disposition to question the motives of other 
men equally as sincere and equally as able. 

But what are we offered? We are offered a farm board and 
a revolving fund, which is to be loaned to cooperative farm 
organizations if there are any left to take advantage of it. It 
has been my belief that what the farmer needed was not an 
opportunity to borrow more money. He has already borrowed 
all he has any security to guarantee, and probably much more 
than he will ever be able to repay. 

Furthermore, there are not at present anywhere in the United 
States a sufficient number of cooperative marketing. associations 
cov ring a sufficient area or a sufficient number of clubs to make 
this additional credit facility of any real value. There is no 
national wheat cooperative organization and few local ones. 
The tobacco organizations, which existed for a while, have prac
tically ceased to functiqn, and this provision of the bill will be 
of no earthly benefit to the tobacco growers of the United States 
unless it were possible to reorganize the tobacco associations, 
which possibility I seriously doubt. There is no nation-wide 
and few local cooperative organizations for cotton, corn, rice, 
pork, or any other farm product which form a considerable 
part of the farm problem with which we are dealing, and, in 
my opinion, it will be impossible to form any such comprehensive 
organizations as will be able to deal with any nation-wide farm 
product in the near future. 

Therefore the so-called revolving of $500,000,000 constitutes 
a mere gesture. About all it will be able to do will be to revolve 
in the Treasury, but none of its revolutions will take any con
siderable portion of it into the regions of the country where the 
farm conditions are so distressing. 

The same thing may be said of the stabilization corporations 
provided for under the bill. They are to be operated and under 
control of the cooperative marketing associations, and if there 
are no such associations now in existence and if no reasonable 
expectation can be entertained of their possible organization 
in the near future, then this provision of the bill is equally 
futile,. Therefore the bill as proposed by the administration 
constitutes an empty shell, within which there is no substance. 
It affords a glittering mirage to the parched tongue of agri
culture which disappears in hot air upon closer approach. 

Unless there shall be cooperative marketing as.sociations for 
cotton, tobacco, wheat, corn, pork, rice, and the other basic com
modities the depression in which has produced this problem 
which we are trying to find a way to solve, then the farm board 
and the revolving fund, in my honest judgment, will be of no 
practical benefit to the millions of producers of wheat, corn, 
pork, tobacco, cotton, rice, and the other commodities of nation
wide importance in scope and territory, the depression in which 
has largely produced the condition which we are attempting to 
remedy. 

Therefore, 1\Ir. President, if the tariff alone will not solve the 
problem of the farmer, if this empty shell of a farm board, with 
$500,000,000, with nobody to loan it to, will not solve the farm 
problem, wh~t is there left of this legislation that will help him? 
I am fi·ank to say that I voted for the equalization fee in the 
original McNary-Haugen bill. I voted for it as a l\1ember of the 
other body before I became a Member of the Senate. I voted 
for the equalization fee in the la t Congress as a Member of this 
body. I voted for it because I believed then, as I believe now, 
that it is the wisest, the most substantial proposal that has yet 
been offered to work out the problems of the fanner as they now 
exist and is the only instance that has ever come to my knowl
edge where any large group of the American people have come 
to Congress asking for remedial legislation and as a basis and 
foundation for the granting of that legislation have offered to 
pay their own losses out of their own pockets and not out of 
the Treasury o~ out !)f the pockets of somebody else in the 
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United States. Other groups have come here and ask for legis
lation affecting their special condition, and many of them have 
asked that their losses be borne by the Government of the 
United States; but when the farmers of the Nation came here 
and asked for the legislation embodied in the McNary-Haugen 
bill, vetoed twice by President Coolidge, they made the unique 
and original proposal that if there were any losses sustained as 
a result of the legislation they would bear those losses out of 
their own pockets and not out of the pockets of others. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken
tucky yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And the equalization fee con

stituted a natural and effective restriction of overproduction. 
Mr. BARKLEY. AbSolutely. 
1\lr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Under it if overproduction 

occurred those who produced in excess would have to stand the 
losses resulting from it. 

Mr. BARKLEY.· Absolutely; and I challenge any Senator 
on this fioor to point to legislation asked for by any other 
considerable group of American people where they have made 
a proposal so fair and so just, not only to the people of the 
country but to the Treasury of the United States. But, of 
course, we have a situation here now where the equalization 
fee and the original McNary-Haugen bill have been de
McNaryize<l and de-Haugenized. We have left a farm board 
and a revolving fund which in my judgment will revolve only 
in the Treasury and never revolve out into the remote places 
of this country so that the farmers will get any benefit even 
from the $500,000,000 which it is proi)osed to loan to them, 
upon which loans probably the farmers have no additional 
security that they can offer as a guaranty for its repayment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does- the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from Georgia? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. GEORGE. I merely want to ask the Senator if the 

farmers could not have had all that this bill minus the deben
ture plan now offers them at any time within the last three 
years if the Congress had then been disposed to give it to them, 
as it seems now disposed to give it to them? In other words, 
could not this bill with the debenture plan eliminated have been 
passed by the Congress and even approved by Mr. Coolidge long 
before Mr. Hoover's election? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It could have been, yes, if Congress had 
been disposed to pas it; but if it had been passed three years 
ago, or at the time the first McNary-Haugen bill was voted on, 
either in the Senate or in the other body, I doubt very seri
ously whether the farm problem would have been very different 
at this time from what it is now. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; but the point to which I wish to draw 
the Senator's attention is that we have been called in extra 
session to provide farm relief, and the only thing the adminis
tration offers is ubstantially what was unopposed by any party 
or any group within the Congress. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Georgia 

might go further and say that throughout the entire period of 
agitation concerning this subject, since 1921, there has never 
been an hour when there would have been any serious objection 
to the passage of this measure except upon the ground that it 
was wholly inadequate. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the point I wished to make. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; of course there has been no time in the 

last eight years when the party that happens unfortunately to 
be in control of the Government could not have passed a propo
sition like the one we have before us now if the debenture plan 
is to be eliminated; and it was, of course, the duty . of the party 
in power to do that at least, or something better, because in 
1020 they promised to do something for the farmer, although 
the problem was not acute in 1920, because they were not in 
power. 

:Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken
·tucky yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. :BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I think the Senator from Ken

tucky and the Senator from Georgia also, and, for that matter, 
even my good friend the able Senato-r from Arkansas [Mr. 
ROBINSON]-- . 

Mr. BARKLEY. I hope the Senator, by that reference, is 
not alluding to the Senator from Georgia or to me as not being 
his good friends also. · 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President; they are all 
good friends of mine, but the Senator from Arkansas is espe
cially my good friend. I have great affection for him; and so I 
say that even he, it seems to me, as well as the ·other two gentle
men, have overlooked the fact that an election was held within 
the last six months, and this question was an issue, and the 
people have passed upon it, and that is why we are now con
sidering this particular bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky further yield to the Sen~ tor from Arkansas? 
Mr.. BARKLEY. I do. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That statement has been 

made repeatedly during the course of this debate, but I chal
lenge the accuracy of the conclusion, namely, that in the last 
national election there was a referendum respecting the sub
ject of farm legislation and that the voters of the country 
decided against the principle of the equalization fee. 

There is not a Senator who hears me who does not know that 
in large sections of the country other issues than that pertaining 
to farm relief constituted the controlling ·factors in the election. 

In the West and Middle West and in some sections of the 
South, where the subject of farm relief was of great interest~ I 
maintain with confidence that the result of that election shows 
or tends to show that the farmers of the country were in sym-· 
pathy with the principle .of the legislation heretofore passed by 
the Congress and -vetoed by the President of the United States. 
There never was an election since I have been in politics in 
which the Democratic national ticket received more cordial and 
enthusiastic support in several agricultural States that usually 
are overwhelmingly Republican than was received during the 
last campaign, and it was the result of a contrast between the 
principle asserted by the Republican Party and that advocated 
by the Democratic Party. 

The farmers of the West and Middle West did not defeat the 
Democratic Party on account .of its position relating to the farm 
question. Two of the big issues that controlled that election, 
and of far greater infiuence in the result of the election than 
the agricultural issue, pertained . to national prohibition and 
alleged "religious freedom." Millions of men and w.omen who 
voted in that election scarcely took into consideration the ques
tion of farm relief, and it is fallacious to assume or to assert 
that as a result of that election those who believe in substantial, 
fair, impartial, and just relief to the men who constitute the 
farmers of this Nation are estopped from performing their duty 
or estopped from doing what they think is right and necessary 
because of an adverse decision by referendum on the subject. 
There has been no referendum on the subject. 

Ask the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH], who was one of the 
most potent factors in the last campaign, whether he thinks the 
campaign was determined on the basis of the farm problem. 
Ask yourselves that question and answer it honestly and intelli
gently, and we will not hear again the assertion that it is a 
repudiation of the decision of the electorate to insist upon any
thing that Mr. Hoover does not advocate touching the subject 
of farm relief. His speeches, both his acceptance speech and 
his campaign speeches, were so general, so indefinite that it is 
exceedingly difficult now, in the light of the events that have 
transpired since the election, to determine what provisions he 
advocated for enactment into law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say, supplementing what the Senator 
from Arkansas has said, that if it had not been for the fright 
created in the bosom of the Republican candidate for President 
by the contrast between his position and the position of the 
Democratic Party on agriculture that induced him to make a 
promise to call an extra session this session would not now be 
here dealing with agricultural problems. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And who prompted the calling 

of the extra session? 
Mr. BARKLEY. Why, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH]. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Idaho [Mr. 

BoRAH] is largely responsible for the existence of this extra 
session. During the campaign he heard thundering throughout 
the West the mutterings of the farmers of this Nation; he heard 
the measured tread of the farmers as they started toward the 
polls ; and he said, " 0 Jl.fr. Hoover, promise them an extraor
dinary session of Congress! True, the Republicans ha>e been in 
absolute power throughout the last eight years. True, they 
promised in two successive platforms to place agriculture on 
an equality with other ip.dust~es. ~d the f~c~ that they have 
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repeated their promise is proof conclusive that they never kept 
it. But now, unless you do promise them an extra session, we 
are going to lose the farmers' vote" ; and the candidate ap
nounced that he would call an extraordinary session of Congress 
in obedience to the demand of the warrior from Idaho, and we 
are in session ; and when we first assembled neither the Senator 
from Idaho nor the President bad worked out the details of 
the plan to be incorporated in the bill for farm relief. 

Every Senator here knows that the declaration is true; and 
now we hear that because Mr. Hoover was elected on a promise 
to call an extra session of Congress and do something which his 
party had failed or refused to do throughout eight years of com
plete power, we ought not to discuss the issue, we ought to do 
what the President and Mr. BoRAH say ; and, if I am not mis
taken, I am going to do a part of that thing, advance with the 
Senator from Idaho in the shaping of this bill. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator for a question. 
Mr. BORAH. I trust that my colleagues do not feel any par

ticular anger toward me for the small part I played in the call
ing of the extra session. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I hope the Senator does not 

infer any anger on my part from anything I have said, or from 
any manner that I have employed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think we should all be 
grateful to the Senator from Idaho, and I desire to express 
my gratitude to him for his influence--his compelling influence, 
his indispensable influence--in the production of this extra ses
sion, for without him I doubt seriously whether we would be 
here now considering the farmer, even remotely. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not want any misunder
standing about that. I do not go so strong as that on this extra 
session. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. What I referred to was his influence in 
having it called. I am not speaking about what it is going to do. 

l\fr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 1\Ir. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I do. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I have listened 

with a great deal of interest to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Roar "SON]; and while I do not desire to take the Senator's 
time, because I shall have some time of my own a little later, 
I was somewhat surprised to hear the Senator say that the 
farm question was not one of the principal things that went 
to the country, one of the principal issues in the last campaign. 

As I remember, Mr. President, the national chairman of the 
Democratic Party, Mr. Raskob, was represented by the press, 
at any rate, as setting aside $500,000 to be used in connection 
with the Democratic platform's pledge for farm relief in the 
1\Iiddle Wa alone; and all over the country that issue went 
to the people, and both of the candidates for President, the 
Republican candidate and the Democratic candidate, and the 
candidates for Vice President-the distinguished gentleman who 
now sits in the chair and my distinguished friend from 
Arkansa&-also plead with the people of the country on that 
issue, farm relief -two planks. 

The Republican platform provided for one plan, and Mr. 
Hoover was practically unanimously nominated by that con
vention on that platform, chose to stand on that platform, went 
to the people on that platform, declared himself time and again 
on the principles of that platform, and so declares himself at 
this moment. 

The Democratic candidate, who was heretofore the distin
guished Governor of New York, had quite a time with his farm 
relief. He went to the country, by radio and otherwise, on the 
Democratic farm plan, and everybody was drafted into the 
sernce of both parties who could discuss that question. Finally, 
the people d~ided in November of last year. They decided 
for the plan of Herbert Hoover. Herbert Hoover did promise 
to call a special session of Congress. Herbert Hoover kept his 
word. We are here now as a result of that promise. Never 
has he made a promise in all the course of his life that he has 
not kept. The .American people have confidence in Herbert 
Hoover. All the people have. confidence in Herbert Hoover. 
The people in the Senator's own State believe in Herbert 
Hoover. The people in Kentucky, to the extent of 178,000 ma
jority, believed in Herbert Hoover. Almost did Herbert Hoover 
carry the great State of Arkansas. And the people of this coun
try believe in Hoover just as much now as ever before in the 
history of 1\fr. Hoover's public career. 

Mr. BARKLEY. :Mr. President--
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The House has adopted this 

pia~ which comes over here to us now, which I think is in 
some respects better than the Senate plan for farm relief, and 
it has the indorsement of Herbert Hoover. It is consistent with 
his platform utterances. It is consistent with the Republican 
platform, and the people expect that program to be put into 
effect. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana 
twice voted in this body for the equalization fee. He went be
fore the people of Indiana last year. He was reelected. Was 
his reelection to be construed as an indorsement of his record 
in voting on that subject, if it was an issue in Indiana, or a 
repudiation .of the Senator's position? 

1\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I went to the 
people of Indiana in practically all the counties and indorsed 
Herbert Hoover and the Republican platform. I am willing to 
abide by the expression of the majority of my State and of the 
Union. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Then the Senator condemns his own record 
in the Senate on two votes. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President; the equaliza
tion fee was only one of many remedies proposed. It was here. 
I voted for it, and I was glad to do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It was the only one indorsed by agliculture. 
The VIQE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. That was the only one upon which the 

Senator from Indiana had voted twice as a member of this 
body, and therefore he can not contend that his own record was 
repudiated by the people of Indiana merely because they voted 
for Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield .. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In the amazing spectacle which 

the Senate has just witnessed we see conclusive proof of the 
accuracy of my statement. Here is a Senator who, prior to the 
Republican convention, stood for exactly what is not in this bill, 
and stood firm. Now he tells us that the election constituted a 
referendum on the subject of the two platforms, and that the 
people decided with Mr. Hoover, and that the people of Arkansas 
came near deciding for Mr. Hoover. 

It happens to be true, Mr. President, that the Democratic 
national ticket in Arkansas last year received the largest ma
jority that was ever accorded a Democratic national ticket in 
that State in the history of the party. That feature of the 
Senator's statement is on a par. with the general accuracy of the 
declaration made by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. RoBINSON]. 

Of course the farm question was made an issue in the last 
campaign. Of course it was discussed. But when the astute 
statesman and leader, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Bo:&.AH] 
saw that Mr. Hoover's position on the subject was unpopular, 
and that the Democrats were going to carry the West and 
Middle West on that issue unless something radical and unusual 
were done, he appealed to his candidate to declare that an extra 
session would be called for the purpose of settling this con
troversy, and it was upon that appeal, and the response made 
to it by Mr. Hoover, who pledged an extra session of Congress 
for farm relief-thereby admitting that his party had failed to 
keep its pledges throughout eight years of complete power-it 
was under those circumstances that the election was held, and, 
while not disputing that the farm issue was in the campaign, I 
will say now what is known to every intelligent man who hears 
me, that the dominating issues of the campaign, those which 
attracted the most attention and aroused the greatest excite
ment, were not the farm problem. They were the other questions 
which I have already named. 

1\Ir. BARKLEY. It is also true that, notwithstanding the 
fact that the Republican nominee for President promised during 
the last few days of the campaign to call an extra session to 
deal with farm legislation, notwithstanding these other issues 
to which the Senator from Arkansas has referred, it is true 
that in States like Minnesota, Wisconsin, the Dakotas, Nebraska, 
Iowa, and other States the Democratic ticket last year receiyed 
a larger vote, although it did not carry those States, than it 
had received in any presidential campaign in recent years. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator and 
the Senator from .Arkansas will both admit, I take it, that Her
bert Hoover did carry 40 of the 48 States. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no doubt about 1\Ir. 
Hoover's election. There is no doubt on that subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I desire to take up the thread 
of my discussion where it was broken with reference to the 
bill now before us, with special emphasis on the so-called farm 
board and reyolving fund theory, and also the ~ebenture plan. 

/ 
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I am willing to vote to retain the debenture plan in ~is meas
ure. I voted, I think, against the debenture plan in the last 
Congress as a substitute for the equalization fee, and if I were 
called on to cast a vote under the same circumstances now I 
would cast the same vote that I cast in the last Congress. I 
think it was offered as a substitute, though as to that I may be 
in error. 

The question now before us is the debenture plan as an addi
tion to the plan of the administration, so called, if it can be 
said to be a plan, and in that circumstance I propose to vote 
to retain the debenture plan in this bill as reported from the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Pre ident--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. The Senator just said that he voted against the 

debenture plan when it was offered as an alternative to the 
equalization fee. He also voted against the debenture on the 
21st day of May, 1928, when it was offered by Senator Reed, of 
Missouri, as an amendment to the tax bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I think I did. 
Mr. FESS. What has changed the Senator that be is now 

for the thing against which he voted then? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I tried to explain before the· Senator rose 

that if this were a controversy between the debenture plan and 
the equalization fee I would still vote against the debenture as 
a substitute for the equalization fee. 

Mr. FESS. But it is not a substitute. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment was offered by the Senator 

from Missouri without any discussion as an amendment to a 
tax bill, which I voted against because it was an amendment to 
a tax bill. It was not germane to the subject under considera
tion, and frequently Members of the Senate vote against propo
sitions that are wholly extraneous to the legislation under con
sideration when they might cast a different vote if the subject 
were up on its own merits as an independent proposition. 

Mr. FESS. Does the Senator mean that he believed in the 
principle of debenture and voted against it then? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would not say that I either believed in it 
or did not believe in it at that time. I voted against it as a 
substitute for the equalization plan. I voted against it as an 
amendment to a tax bill because it had no business in a tax bill, 
an'(!. even if the Senator desires to convict me of inconsistency 
in my votes, I will say frankly that I had not given very serious 
consideration to the debenture plan at that time, and that might 
have entered into the motive that actuated me in casting my 
vote. But as a part and parcel of the legislation now under con: 
sideration I have given it sufficient consideration to enable me 
to vote for it with a clear conscience, because I am convinced 
that it is the only plan now under consideration that will .offer 
an_y re1ief to the farmers of the United States. 
, Mr. FESS. :Mr. President--

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield further to 
the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not desire when I rose to occupy the 
whole day myself, and while I am willing to yield further, I do 
not want unnecessarily to do so, so as to deprive other Senators 
of the opportunity of speaking. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FESS. I do not indict the Senator because at one time 
he voted for it and another time voted against it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know whether the Senator was 
present when I began my remarks or not. I stated that the 
charge of inconsistency could not properly lie at the door of any 
Senator, for we have for several years been feeling our way in 
the dark on this question, and what might have appeared last 
week as a wise solution might to-day appear foolish, and vice 
versa. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I think I agree with the Senator 
in that statement. The only thing I had in mind was that I 
have known the Senator for many years, and have known him 
to be a man of rare mental integrity, who does not change his 
view unless there is some reason for doing so . . That is why I 
asked the Senator the question, because I remembered very dis
tinctly his vote against the debenture plan on the 21st of May, 
1928. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do· not undertake to deny or conceal that 
vote. I voted against it on another occasion, too, I think, either 
here or in the other body, as a substitute for the equalization 
fee, but I am not in any way bound by those votes, which were 
cast under circumstances wholly foreign to the situation which 
confronts us now. 

Mr. President, if I am correct in assuming, as I did at the 
outset, that an increase in tariff rates on agricultural products, 
however beneficial it may be in a special and limited sense, is 
not a solution of the f~rm problem; if the creation of a farm 

board and the creation of a revolving fund, which can only 
function through organizations that now do not exist, and in 
all probability can not be created, is not the solution, then the 
debenture plan is the only plan left for us to consider in con
nection with any possible relief in the agricultural situation of 
the country. 

It has been objected by so high an authority as the President 
that to keep this provision in the bill will result in an increase 
in the price of farm products now in the hands of merchants 
and exporters and others who are in the business of buying and 
selling farm products. I am not prepared to deny that that 
statement is true, but the same thing will happen as -to the 
price of manufactured products when you bring in a tariff bill 
increasing the tariff duties on imports of those particular prod
ucts into markets of the United Stat~s. If you bring in a tariff 
bill increasing the tariff on sugar, or on steel, or on textiles, 
it will automaticrdlly increase the price of the products in the 
hands of anybody-manufacturer, jobber, or merchant. If it 
should happen in the case of manufactured products, I a!lk you 
in all sincerity whether that objection lies in good faith to 
any increase that might be brought about in farm-product 
prices by the adoption of the debenture plan as proposed in this 
legislation; and if it be true that such an increase would oc
cur, would not th_e increase be immediately reflected in the 
price to the producer, not only for what he might have on band, 
but what he would produce in the future? 

It has been objected to on the ground that it is a subsidy, 
and I am as fundamentally against subsidies, I imagine, as any 
Member of the Senate. But when we give into the hands of a 
few men, either rightfully or wrongfully-and I am not now 
discussing the merits of that proposition-when we give into 
the hands of a few men in certain sections of the country the 
power to use this taxing function of government to enrich 
themselves at the expense of others, and to make an added 
profit out of government, then I say that to all intents and 
purpo~es it is as much a subsidy as if that amount of money 
were ta~en out of the Treasury itself and put in their pockets. 
Do we desire the tariff to be really effective for the benefit of 
the farmer? 

The administration bill makes no pretense to undertake this 
effort. I do not contend that this bill will not, in the long run, 
add something to the h"'"llowledge of agriculture in general for 
the benefit of agriculture in the years to come. Whether the 
farm board, set up, will do any greater work along this line 
than is being done by the Department of Agriculture and other 
agricultural facilities of the Government remains to be seen. 
But the most enthusiastic supporter of this measure, as it passed 
the House, will not claim that this measure will to any appre
ciable degree relieve the farmer of the unequal load which I 
have been describing. The only proposal now before the Senate 
that undertakes to do this i s the export-debenture plan. This 
plan proposes to allow the farmer to draw back an amount equal 
to one-half the present tariff on the products which compete 
with his exportable surplus. 

It is claimed that thi!;! is a subsidy. If it is a subsidy it is 
only a small portion of the subsidy which the Government allows 
other industries to impose upon the people. It is claimed that 
this plan will reduce the receipts of the Treasury, or that it is 
money taken from the Treasury. This can not be true because 
the amount by which the farmer will be benefited never reaches 
the Treasury, and it will be an easy matter to adjust tariff 
schedules so as to produce no decrease in annual revenues. But 
even if it be properly described as a subsidy the Republican 
Party can not consistently object to it on that account for it 
has been only a few years ago since one of its administrations, 
in the very midst of an agricultural panic, proposed a subsidy 
to the shipping interests of this country, which would have cost 
the people, out of the Treasury, $750,000,000, and many of the 
Senators on this floor, who now choke at a modest bounty for 
agriculture, voted for that subsidy to the Shipping Trust. 

They were not then so outspoken against subsidies. One of 
your administrations brought in a proposal in 1923 to grant to 
the Shipping Trus.t of the United States a subsidy that would 
have amounted to $750,000,000 in a period of 10 years. There 
are on the floor of the Senate to-day men who voted to take out 
of the Treasury $750,000,000 to give to the Shipping Trust as a 
subsidy, and they did it without hesitation, and yet they choke 
to-day because we are proposing to allow the farmer to get back 
probably a very small percentage of the amount which he is 
taxed, directly and indirectly, for the benefit of those who have 
been able to raise the cost of his supplies to such an extent that 
he every year contributes $1,000,000,000 to this policy. It has 
been estimated that if all the agricultural products which are 
affected by a tariff and would be eligible for debenture privi
leges should take advantage of the bill it would not amount to 
as much as $100,000,000 a year, and that j.s only one-tenth of 
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the amount that is involved in the increased cost to agriculture 
by reason of the conditions to which I have been referring this 
afternoon. 

I can not for the life of me understand how any Member of 
Congress can vote to give to the Shipping Trust $750,000,000 
out of the Treasury of the United States but can not vote to 
allow the farmer to have at least a portion of the burden he 
bears relieved by the only legislation which can make the tariff 
effective so far as pending legislation is conceTned. By a proper 
adjustment of tariff rates there need be no loss to the Treasury 
by reason of the debenture plan which is now before the Senate. 

The ·objection has been made that this plan will increase the 
value of farm products now in the hands of private corporations. 
This may be true, but the increa,se will be reflected in the value 
of farm products now in the hands of farmers or which may 
be hereafter produced. You are proposing in a few weeks to 
increase the tariff on certain manufactured products, and I am 
not passing now on the question whether such increases are . 
wise or unwise, proper or improper, but I do make the state
ment that any increase in the tariff on manufactured goods 
will increase the value of such goods now on hand as well as 
that to be produced in the future. If it is preposterous to in
crease the value of farm products by immediate legislation, what 
is it th~t makes this policy virtuous when applied to manufac
tm·ed goods? The export debenture is objected to on the 
ground that it is economically unsound, and S() it may be; who 
knows? But what sort of a yardstick are we to measru·e the 
economic soundness or unsoundness of any proposal? Nothing 
could be more unsound economically, politically, or morally than 
the policy which has produced the conditions now confronting 
agriculture. We are all groping more or less in the dark, 
seeking a remedy, and we hope by our experience to find one. If 
one proposal that may be economically unsound is offered as an 
antidote to other policies which are equally unsound, and which 
l1a ve produced the unsound conditions which we are seeking to 
lemedy, who is there great enough and wise enough to condemn 
the effort by a mere anathema? 

I am going to vote for this bill as it has been reported from 
the Senate committee, which contains the debenture plan. If 
this PQrtion of the bill shall be eliminated I shall then vote for 
the best bill I can get, hoping for the best and fearing the 
worst, whatever may be its fate elsewhere. 

During the delivery of Mr. BARKLEY's speech-
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Kentucky yield to me in order that I may make a request? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PATTERSON in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have been furnished with much au

thoritative data as to wage scales in industrial employment, in
cluding agriculture, prevailing in practically all the countries of 
the world. I ask leave to have this information published as a 
Senate document. I think it will be useful to Members of the 
Se.!!ate and the House during the session, and particularly in 
connection with legislation now under consideration by the 
Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection t{) the re
quest of the Senator from California? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. l\Ir. President, reserving the 
right to object, I would like to inquire of the Senator from Cali
fornia who has furnished him with the data to which he refers? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Immediately, I may say, our Secretary 
af Labor, and he in turn has had recourse to authoritative reports 
coming through the Department of State from our consuls and 
lm iness agents the world over, and from official documents. 
The wage scales have been converted into American currency, so 
tha t it can be seen at a glance the wages paid to labor in the 
different countries the world over. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not think the Senator 
from California should have interrupted the Senator from Ken
tucky--

1\lr. SHORTRIDGE. I did so because I had to leave the 
Chamber. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In the midst of his address to 
ask this leave. I shall, therefore, object for the present. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to its going in, provided 
the whole proceeding concerning it shall be printed -at the end 
of my remarks and not in the midst of them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas 
objeGts to th~ request. 

1\Ir. SHORTRIDGE. I very much regret that the Senator 
objects now, as I am leaving the Chamber. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Is the Senator leaving the 
city? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. As the Senator is leaving the 

city, I withdraw my objection. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I thank both the Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection, the 

matter will be printed as a document. 
After the conclusion of Mr. BARKLEY's speech, 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. l\Ir. President, I shall not de

tain the Senate for any great length of time with a presentation 
of my views on the pending question. All of us are agreed there 
is a farm problem. Both politi,cal parties have made the state. 
ment in their platforms. The issue has gone to the people and 
I think everybody now concedes its existence. The question 
presenting itself to us is a solution of the problem known to 
exist. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator said the problem ~d gone 

to the people. A few moments ago when he interrupted the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] he said there had been -
a great referendum and that there could be no question about 
the result. I merely wanted to ask the Senator if he knew that 
nearly one-third of_ the members of his own party in the Senate 
do not think as he does about the result of that referendum? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, in answer to the 
Senator's question I need only to say that the question went to 
the people of his own State, the great State of Tennessee, and 
it was decided there. I will come to that in a moment. 

Mr. l\IcKELLAR. There was no farm question submitted 
to the people of Tennessee. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, so far as I am 
personally concerne<:l, like every other Member of this body, I 
am anxious to find a solution th::tt will improve conditions in 
the agricultural industry. I think several things will help solve 
the problem. There is no doubt in my mind that the tariff will 
assi'3t. I believe in a protective tariir on farm commodities in 
order that the American producer may be protected against the 
producers abroad who can produce their crops for much less 
money than it costs in this country to produce simila,r crops. 

The President of the United States believes that too, as he 
has stated time and again. I believe also the development of 
our internal waterways will have much to do with the solution 
of the problem. I think when the great Mississippi system from 
Chicago to the Gulf and the canal or seaway from Chicago to 
the Atlantic Ocean are opened up and put into effect they will 
mean a difference of anywhere from 7 to 10 cents a bushel on 
wheat alone in favor of the American farmer, especially in the 
West, Middle West, and Northwest. But there must be some 
Federal instrrunentality provided that can give its entire atten
tion to agriculture throughout the years to come to the end that 
we may develop in course of time a great national farm policy, 
That the legislation now before this body proposes to do. 

It is of utmost importance, too, in my opinion, that legisla
tion be enacted at the earliest possible moment if the farmers 
of America are to benefit from it to any degree this year. 
Because of that fact, time is of the essence. The question before 
the Senate then is to decide what is the best plan that may be 
adopted at this moment. 

The House of Representatives has passed the bill. I stated 
a while ago that in some respects I like the bill passed by the 
House better than the one which is before us here. For in
stance, I like the idea of a board composed of fewer members. 
I think it would be more cohesive. There can be a meeting of 
minds more easily, as a result of which the grea t problems which 
will confront us this year and in the years to come can be stud
ied more efficiently and there can be better coordination. 

Then both the bill here and the one passed at the other end of 
the Capitol provide that the chairman of the board may be a 
man who can be paid any salary the President of the United 
States decides is reasonable under the circumstances. That will 
enable the Government to go out into the country and find the 
very best man, regardless of bow big he may be, how well quali
fied he may be, and regardless of what he may be worth from 
the standpoint of salary, to place in charge of this great work. 

Mr. President, my chief reason for . standing h ere now is to 
refute some statements that have been made during the course 
of the debate. I do not believe I could add anything much. to 
what has been said and I do not suppose any Member of this 
body will be persuaded by anything I may say to vote one way 
or another. But it is proper for me to express my opinion as 
well as for other Members of the Senate to express theirs. 

I am opposed to the debenture plan at this time for the rea
sons cited b;y the President ~ h4:! very admirable answer to the 
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communication of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, and for the additional reason that in my 
opinion the farmers of the country themselves are opposed to it. 
The farmers of the country themselves believe that the plan 
proposed by President Hoover should be enacted into law and 
given a trial. 

Tbe proposed legislation provides that the Federal farm board 
shall report back to the Congress with suggestions of methods 
for still further developing farm relief and bringing it more 
thoroughly to realization. 

Of course, legislation is all experimental. This legislation 
will be experimental. If the pending bill is enacted into law, 
we shall find methods for its improvement as the years go 
by. It will necessarily be amended ; there is no doubt of that. 
It will have weaknesses as well as strong points, but the 
weaknesses can be corrected in the course of years, and, in my 
opinion, it is a start in the right direction. We shall have 
established a board that will give its entire time to the great 
problems of agriculture, not only those that confront us now 
but those that will continue to arise and confront us in the 
future. During all those years the board, composed of high
grade men selected by the President of the United States
and everyone in this body knows that he will select high-grade 
men well qualified for the work they are called upon to do-
will be sitting here or traveling throughout the country when 
necessary to continue to find methods for improving rural 
conditions in America, and in the course of five years, I predict, 
if this legislation is enacted into law at this time, we shall 
have done what should have been done half a century ago. We 
shall have developed a great national farm policy, and that 
question then will be settled for all time. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA FoLLETTE in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from North 
Dakota? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am glad to yield. 
l\1r. FRAZIER. I would like to ask the Senator from 

Indiana what is going to happen to the thousands and thou
sands of farmers who are now holding onto their land through 
the leniency of their creditors, which is undoubtedly the case, 
in the four or five years it will take to put into operation 
this farm bill which he states is advocated by the -President, 
as I think it is? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator's 
sympathy for the A.me1ican farmer is no greater than that 
which I feel. I lived in the country until I was a man. I 
know that conditions are bad. But my belief is that the 
minute the legislation is enacted and signed by the President 
conditions will at once get better. The psychology of the 
situation will be better in the country. The farmers of America 
will see that their Government is interested in their problem 
and is seeking to effect a solution. Therefore I would not at 
this time attempt to restrict the Federal farm board with a 
highly technical plan of any kind. _ 

I am anxious that we shall pass a bill providing _plenty of 
money. We provide $500,000,000 in a revolving fund and $500,-
000 as a fund for the administration of the law. I am anxious 
to give the board plenty of power, and then say to the board of 
high-grade men, "You understand the question perhaps better 
than any others in the world, because you have lived close to it 
all these years. Go out and solve this problem. Use any plan 
you find to solve it. You may make mistakes in attempting to 
find an early solution. That is to be expected. Make as few 
mistakes as possible, but solve the problem. Then report back 
to the Congress next December what more you need and we will 
give you additional authority if it becomes necessary." Then 
we shall have afforded some relief immediately to the agricul
tural industry and as the years go on we shall continue to per
fect that relief, making conditions better and better through 
additional legislation. I grant that it may not be done in a 
moment. It is, however, better late than never. Let us make 
the _ start, and let us make it before the crop season is over 
this year. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana 
yield to me ? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana states that he is 

in favor of a bill that will authorize the appointment of a 
Federal farm board and give that board wide authority to 
work out a complete plan. I should like to ask the Senator if 
he understands that either the House bill or the Senate bill will 
give the board that opportunity under the present situation? 
For instance, if the debenture plan shall be cut out of the meas
ure, will it then give the board the power to put the debenture 
plan into operation if they shall think it a good thing? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No; but I will answer the Sen
ator in this way: If we should now put in the debenture plan 
and restrict the board to its use, and the debenture plan should 
fail, we would thereby still further demoralize the farmers of 
the country. What we want to do is to raise their morale by 
giving them the economic assistance to which they are entitled. 
Therefore, I say, let the board be organized and work on the 
remedies provided, and then, at the next session of Congress, 
suggest any additional methods for farm relief which the board 
may think desirable. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

further yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator from 

North Dakota. 
Mr. FRAZIER. If the present provision be retained and the 

debenture plan shall be left optional with the board, they will 
not need to put it in operation unless they shall see fit to do so. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I recognize that perfectly well, 
and for the present I certainly favor excluding it, because if it 
be retained in the measure there is always a tendency to use 
the first thing that comes along. Let us keep all highly technical 
plans out of this proposed legislation ; let us create the farm 
board, get the law passed as quickly as possible, and start some
thing at the earliest possible moment. Let us tell the board to 
work out this problem and to report back at each succeeding 
Congress as to what additional legislation is needed. It has 
wide powers, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield further to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will yield in just a moment. 

The board under this proposed law will have wide powers, 
tremendous powers, greater powers than were ever given to any 
board in any legislation passed by Congress in its history. Let 
us eliminate for the moment highly technical plans from the 
proposed legislation, since in that way we shall follow the 
recommendation of the President of the United States, who 
enjoys the full confidence of the country. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator if 
he does not think there is at present an emergency existing in 
the condition of agriculture throughout the Nation? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes; and I am also of the 
opinion that the proposed legislation now before us will cure 
much of the trouble that exists. It will not be perfect; I con
cede that; and the emergency does exist; I grant that. How
ever, I am assuming, Mr. President, that this proposed legisla
-tion will take care of a part of that emergency. Then we shall 
not be tying the hands of the Federal farm board in any degree 
with a highly technical plan. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi

ana yield further to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield further to the Senator. 
Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana has stated that he 

thought the psychology of the bill providing for the appointment 
of a Federal farm board would be good. I wish to state that, 
in my opinion, it will take more than psychology to meet the 
emergency which exists among the farmers to-day. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 0 Mr. President, I grant that; 
I mentioned that merely as one of the by-products for good 
which will flow out of the proposed legislation. It will have an 
excellent psychological effect on the American farmer, because 
he will see that after years of study and consideration and 
debate finally the Congress has done something ; it has made a 
start; it has created the Federal farm board and intrusted it 
with tremendous powers. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I want to say that I think the psychology 
would be good, but I do not think it would meet the present 
emergency. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Possibly not, but in the course 
of time we will bring about a better condition. 

Mr. FRAZIER. But in the course of time, during two or 
three years, or whatever time it may take to put the legisla
tion in operation and get it working, there would be several 
million more f armers go out of business because of the indebted
ness they are laboring under to-day. In my opinion the only 
thing in this farm bill as passed by the House or the bill re
ported out of the Agricultural Committee of the Senate which 
will meet the present emergency is the debenture plan. 

Mr. ROBINSON of I ndiana. Mr. President, I disagree with 
the Senator as to that proposition, but it is an honest disagree
ment. I will say to the Senator, however, that I take issue 
with his statement made on the floor on one occasion during 
this debate to the effect that the country was forced to choose 
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one of two candidates. Both parties nominated their can
didates practically unanimously. The country, therefore, had 
a choice of deciding between two candidates both of whom had 
been nominated practically unanimously. Then the country 
almost unanimously chose one of those candidates for Presi
dent, and in choosing that candidate also chose the plan for 
farm relief of that candidate. That plan is embodied in the 
bill now before the Senate, with the exception of the debenture 
plan, which the President is against. 

1\Ir. FRAZIER. 1\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi

ana yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I can not accept the explanation of the Sen

ator from Indiana that the farm plan as advocated by 1\Ir. 
Hoover when he was a candidate was accepted by the agricul
tural States of the Nation. There were a good many more 
issues than farm legislation in the campaign. There is no 
doubt about that. 

penditure of a few hundred millions for a workable program that will 
give to one-third of its population their fair share of the Nation'a 
prosperity. Nor does this proposal put the Government into business, 
except so far as it is called upon to furnish initial capital with which to 
build up the farmer to the control of his own destinies. 

I say, l\fr. President, that the pending legislation proposes 
that very thing, a revolving fund of $500,000,000. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi

ana yield further to the Senator from North Dakota? 
l\lr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
l\fr. FRAZIER. The Senator will recall that one of the Presi

dent's chief objections to the debenture plan is that it would 
cost the people of the United States, the taxpayers, some 
$200,000,000. 

1\fr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the Senator mean as a 
subsidy? If he does, the President never proposed a subsidy in 
any speech he ever made, nor does the American farmer, in my 
opinion, desire a subsidy. 

l\fr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is true. 
Mr. FRAZIER. And therefore the farm relief 

not the great issue. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I do not think the American farmer does 
program was desire a subsidy, but he did have some hope during the campaign 

that he would be put on a parity with the manufacturing inter
No; but it was one of the big ests and other interests of the country. Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 

issues. 
Mr. President, in that connection, what the Senator has said 

suggests to me that I read some of the things the President 
said. I think some of the quotations have previously been 
cited on the floor of the Senate, and I would not needlessly or 
tediously repeat what has been read here; but for fear it has 
not all been read, there are certain things I desire to bring to 
the attention of the Senate now. After the President of the 
United States had been practically unanimously nominated by 
his party at Kansas City, in his acceptance speech of August 
11, 1928, he made the following statement: 

The most urgent economic problem in our Nation to-day is in agri
culture. It must be solved if we are to bring prosperity and content
ment to one-third of our people directly and to all of our people 
indirectly. We have pledged ourselves to find a solution. 

l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly; and that will be done. 
I have great faith that will be done, and that the farmer will be 
placed ultimately in that very position he deserves to occupy. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana has just quoted 
Mr. Hoover, when a candidate for President, as stating that he 
could see no rea on why a few hundred million dollars or sev
eral hundred million dollars should not be spent for the benefit 
of agriculture. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. ·we propose in this bill to spend 
$500,000,000. 

Mr. FRAZIER. As a loan ; yes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes; but ultimately there will 

be considerable in cost, and at the very outset we propose to 
pay out under this legislation $500,000 which is appropriated for 
expenses. 

Then, turning over to another page, I read further, 
follows: 

as 1 Mr. FRAZIER. The sum of $500,000 is a long way from sev-
1 eral hundred million. 
1 Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. But $500,000,000 is not. 

It is our plain duty to search out the common ground on which we ! Mr. FRAZIER. The $500,000,000 to which the Senator refers 
may mobilize the sound forces of agricultural reconstruction. Our is a loan; it is absolutely nothing but a loan. 
platform lays a solid basis upon which we can build. It offers an Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, l\fr. President; it is an 
affirmative program. initial advance from the Treasury, just as the President said he 

Mr. President, that was said at a moment when every man, was willing should be advanced from the Treasury; it has no 
woman and child practically in the American Republic was association with anything else. 
hanging on every word that fell from the lips of the Republi- Mr. FRAZIER. By no stretch of the imagination can it be 
can candidate for President. Further, he says: considered an advance, when it has got to be paid back with 

An adequate tariff is the foundation of farm relief. 

That was stated at a period when everyone wanted to know 
his views. Further, he said : 

I would use my office and influence to give the farmers the full 
benefit of our historic tariff policy. 

And yet again: 
Nature has endowed us with a great system of inland waterways. 

Their modernization will comprise a most substantial contribution to 
Mid West farm relief and to the development of 20 of our interior 
States. This modernization Includes not only the great Mississippi sys
tem, with its joining of the Great Lakes and of the heart of Mid West 
agriculture to the Gulf, but also a shipway from the Great Lakes to the 
Atlantic. These improvements would mean so large an increment in 
farmers' prices as to warrant their construction many times over. 
There is no more vital me!!Iod of farm relief. 

That was the second plan of farm relief suggested by the 
present President in his acceptance address, when everybody 
was listening carefully to hear his views. 

And, finally, again he said: 
The platform proposes to go much further

That is, the Republican platform-
It pledges the creation of a Federal farm board of representative 
farmers to be clothed with authority and resources with which not only 
to still further aid farmers' cooperatives and pools and to assist gen
erally in solution of farm problems, but especially to build up with 
Federal finance farmer-owned and farmer-controlled stabilization cor
porations which will protect the farmer from the depressions and 
demoralization of seasonal gluts and periodical surpluses. 

Objection has been made that this program, as laid down by the party 
platform, may require that several hundred millions of dollars of capital 
be advanced by the Federal Government without obligation upon the 
individual farmer. With that objection I have little patience. A 
nation which is spending ninety billions a year can well afford an ex-

' 

interest. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. It is the initial advance. I do 

not care to quibble with the Senator as to the meaning of words. 
Be knows as well as I do what these words mean. I do not 
understand that the President in that statement used any words 
which would indicate that he meant to make a gift of several 
hundred million dollars. The Senator may have a different 
view, but that is my view. 

Mr. FRAZIER. It was so stateU. from public platforms all 
over the Nation by people who were out speaking for Mr. 
Hoover at that time. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I suppose even the Senator from 
North Dakota will admit that Mr. Hoover can not be held re
sponsible for everything that was said in his behalf by every
body. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I think that is true. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Any more than he could be held 

responsible for wbat was said against him. 
Mr. FRAZIER. .. In the letter from the President to the chair

man of the Agricultural Committee of the Senate giving his 
reasons for opposing the debenture plan, after stating that he 
did not think the amount of the debenture would be reflected 
back to the farmer, he says. 

Third. I! the increased price did reflect to the farmer the plan would 
stimulate overproduction and thereby increase world supply. 

The only meaning I can get from that is that the President 
would oppose any method of farm relief here that would in
crease the price of the farm product that might encourage over
production ; and, of course, any increase might encourage over
production. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 1\fr. President, I am convinced 
that the Senator from North Dakota is not very friendly to the 
plan favored by the President. In fact, the Se11ator stated the 
other day that he was not so very faYorably impressed with the 
President himself. .My opinion is that everything the President 
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bas said or done bas kept faith with his promises to the Ameri
can people. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Pre ident--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
1\fr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do. 
Mr. FESS. The President's utterances here constantly refer 

to the platform. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right. 
Mr. FESS. The Senator recalls that in the convention there 

was a teYrific struggle to place in the platform some of the 
things that the Senator from North Dakota is advocating here. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes. 
Mr. FESS. And those things were rejected overwhelmingly; 

and the President is referring to these as the pledge he has 
made. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly. 
Mr. FESS. ·It seems to me there is not any justification for 

the charge that this proposal will not do any good. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I thank the Senator from Ohio 

for his suggestions. 
Mr. President, pennit me to read further from this accept

ance address: 
The first step is to create an effective agency directly for these pur

poses and to give it authority and resources. These are solemn pledges 
and they will be fulfilled by the Republican Party. It is a definite plan 
of relief. It needs only the detailed elaboration <lf legislation and 
appropriations to put it into force. 

And then, skipping a few sentences, I read as follows : 
While the problem varies with every different commodity and with 

every different part of our great country, I should wish to apply the 
same method to agriculture so that the leaders of every phase of each 
group can advise and organize on policies and constructive measures. 

And still fmther, and then I shall not read any more from this 
speech: 

The working out of agricultural relief constitutes the most important 
obligation of the next administration. I stand pledged to these pro
posals. The object <lf our policies is to establish for our farmers an 
income equal to those of other occupations; for the farmer's wife the 
same comforts in her home as women in other gr(}ups ; for the farm 
boys and girls the s:une opportunities in life as other boys and girls. 
So far as my own abilities may be of service, I dedicate them to help 
secure prosperity and contentment in that industry where I and my 
forefathers were born and nearly all my family still obtain their liveli
hood. 

Mr. President, on August 11 the President made his accept
ance speech. Ten days later, on August 21, speaking at West 
Branch, his boyhood home, the President had the following to 
say : 

I should, ·however, like to emphasize that the spirit of those legis
lative proposals is to work out a more economic and stable marketing 
system. A Federal farm board is to be set up with the necessary 
powers and resources to assist the industry to meet not alone the 
varied problems of to~ay but those which may arise in the future. 
My fundamental concept of agriculture is one controlled by its own 
members, organized to fight its own economic battles, and to de
termine its own destinies. Nor do I speak of organization in the 
narrow sense of traditional farm cooperatives or pools, but in the 
much wider sense of a sound marketing organization. It is not by 
these proposals intended to put the Government into the control of the 

_ business of agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices of farm products, 
and pay the losses thereon either by the Federal Treasury or by a tax 
or fee on the farmer. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that anyone who ~poke for 
Mr. Hoover could have understood that language. I repeat it: 

It is not by these proposals intended to put the Government into 
the control of the business of agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices 
of farm products and pay the losses thereon either by the Federal 
Treasury or by a tax or fee on the farmer. We propose, with gov· 
ernmental assistance and an initial advance of capital, to enable the 
agricultural industry to reach a stature of modern business operations 
by which the farmer will attain his independence and maintain his 
individuality. 

And now, :Mr. President, one other quotation from that 
speech at West Branch, made 10 days after the acceptance 
address: 

In formulating recommendations for legislation to carry out the 
proposals of the party, I trust that we may have the full assistance 
of the leaders of agricultural thought. 

Mr. President, a little later, on the 2d of November, at 
St. Louis-this was just _a few day~ before the election, when 

Mr. Hoover was on his way to the Pacific coast to cast his 
vote-he used the following language. Every one at that time 
was interested in what the President might say on this 
question: 

In addition to the tariff and cheaper waterway transportation in 
assistance to agricultUre, the Republican Party proposes to go further . 
It proposes to set up an institution which will be one of the most 
important institutions in our Government, designed to meet not only 
the varied problems which confront us to-day, but those which may 
arise in the future. We propose to create a Federal farm board com- _ 
posed of men of understanding and sympathy for the problems of 
agriculture; we propose this board should have power to determine 
the facts, the causes, the remedies which should be applied to each 
and every one of the multitude of problems which we mass under 
the general term " the agricultural problem." 

This program further provides that the board shall have a broad 
authority to act and be authorized to assist in the further develop
ment of cooperative marketing; that it shall assist in the devel(}pment 
of clearing houses for agricultural products, in the development of 
adequate warehousing facilities, in the elimination of wastes in dis
tribution, and in the solution of other problems as they arise. But 
in particular the board is to build up with initial advances of capital 
from the Government, farmer-owned and farmer-controlled stabiliza
tion corporations which will protect the farmer from depressions and 
the demoralization of summer and periodic surpluses. 

It is proposed that this board should have placed at its disposal 
such resources as are necessary to make its action effective. 

Thus, we give to the Federal farm b<lard every arm with which to 
deal with the multitude of problems. This i.s an entirely different 
method of approach to solution from that of a general formula; it is 
flexible and adaptable. No such far-reaching and specific proposal has 
ever been made by a political party on behalf of any industry in our 
history. It is a direct business proposition. It marks our desire for 
establishment of farmers' stability and at the same time maintains 
his independence and individuality. 

This plan is consonant with our American ideals to avoid the Gov
ernment operation of commercial business; for it places the operation 
upon the farmer himself, not upon a bureaucracy. It puts the Gov
ernment in its real relation to the citizen-that of c<>operation. Its 
object is to give equality of opportunity to the farmer. I would c<ln
sider 1t the greatest honor I could bave if it should become my 
privilege to aid in :finally solving this the most difficult of economic 
problems presented to our people, and the one in which by inheritance 
and through long contact I have my deepest interest. 

I am hopeful that in the December session of Congress it will be 
possible to reach that solution. However, as I have already said, if 
this is not possible I would call a special session in order that we 
might speedily arrive at a determination of the question before the next 
harvest. 

And, Mr. President, with that statement from the Jips of 
Herbert Hoover the people went to the polls and almost unani
mously elected him to the Presidency. Immediately be kept his 
word by calling this special session of the Congress for the 
purposes of farm relief, as be had suggested. 

Mr. FRAZIER. :Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In

diana yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
1\:Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. • 
Mr. FRAZIER. In the President's message to Cono<rress he 

states, on page 3 : 
With the creation of a great instrumentality of this character

And I think no other construction can be given to that than 
that he meant this Federal farm board--

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right; I agree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. FRAZIER (reading): 
of a strength and importance equal to tbat of those which we have 
created for transportation and banking, we give immediate assurance 
of the determined pUl'p(}se of the Government to meet the difficulties 
of which we are now aware, and to creat~ an agency through which 
constructive action for the future will be assured. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to ask the Senator from In

diana, or anyone else, if there is anything in either of the 
agricultural bills as reported out, outside of the debenture plan, 
that will do anything for the farmer such as the Federal reserve 
banking act does for the big banks, or such as the Interstate 
Commerce Commission with the aid of the Esch-Cummins rail
road act does for the railroad companies? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr. President; I should 
say that this very Federal farm board that is proposed now-

Mr. FRAZIER. Does the Federal farm board have the 
authority that the Interstate Commerce Commission has to 
regull!te freight rates? 
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Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In my opinion, along these 

lines it has practically that authority. 
l\Ir. FRAZIER. I should like to know where. 
Mr. ~OBINSON of Indiana. Of course, the Senator's inter

pretation of the bill and of the proposed legislation may be dif
ferent from mine. I think this legislation, ·if enacted, will give 
the Federal farm board all the power it needs to solve this farm 
problem. 

Mr. FRAZIER. All the power it needs? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. And plenty of money with which 

to start. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Does the Senator think it will give them the 

authority that the Esch-Cummins Railroad Act gives the Inter
state Comme1:ce Commission to fix tariff rates and to give the 
railroad companies a guaranteed profit? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I think it will in the end. This 
legislation may be amended, of course. These other measures 
of which the Senator speaks have been amended. For instance, 
the Federal reserve law has been amended so much in the last 
14 yeurs that the amendments occupy more space in the law 
books than the original law itself. I say this legislation will 
necessarily be amended from time to time, and perfected. All 
legislation is experimental, but in my opinion it is a fine start. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to ask tile Senator if he thinks 
there is anything in either the House bill or the Senate bill as 
reported from the Agricultural Committee, outside of the deben
ture plan, that will give any immediate relief? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I doubt whether the debentuTe 
plan "·ould give immediate relief. That is just the point on 
which the Senator and I differ. I do not care to take a lot of 
time to discuss it, but my opinion is that in the end it would 
work against the farmer rather than for him and that after a 
year or two the farmer himself would insist upon its repeal, and 
by that time there would be increased production, and then we 
would have a worse agricultural problem than we have at this 
moment. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The debenture plan is an emergency propo
sition, as I see it, and it is optional with the board as to 
whether they will put it into operation or not. There is no 
question in my mind but that if the tariff on any of our farm 
products is reflected back to the farmer who produces these 
products to the amount of 50 per cent of the tariff, the deben
ture plan would never go into operation; and if it does not 
reflect back to the producer at least 50 per cent of the tariff, 
then the debenture plan could go into operation and give the 
producer the advantage of 50 per cent of the tariff. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I assume that 
the Senator will agree with me that in the President's message 
to the Congress from which he has just quoted he is thoroughly 
consistent with his utterances throughout the campaign. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I am frank to say that I do 
not think the sentiment stated by the President in his objec
tions to the debenture plan is thoroughly consistent with either 
the statements made in the message or his statements made 
during the campaign. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I think it is; and certainly 
it is consistent with the West Branch speech, to which I 
listened ;vith a great deal of interest. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
1\lr. BROOKHART. I want to call the Senator's attention 

to the fact that the first time it appeared that the President 
was opposed to price fixing was in this message. The first time 
it appeared that he was opposed to the Government buying and 
selling farm products was in this message. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President; the Senator 
was out, I think, a moment ago when I read from a speech the 
President made, the second official utterance of his in the 
campaign, at West Branch, Iowa, to which the Senator from 
Iowa himself listened. 

l\Ir. BROOKHART. Yes; I beard it. . 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. On which occasion the Senator 

himself spoke, and the presidential candidate, the Republican 
candidate-- -

Mr. BROOKHART. That was the first time I put out the 
.record of Mr. Hoover in buying and selling farm products for 
the Government. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. .A.ll right. Mr. President, on 
that very occasion the distinguished Senator from Iowa, with 
me among others, heard the Republican candidate for Presi
dent, Herbert Hoover, utter these words, and I quote them 
now: 

It is not by these proposals intended to put the Government into 
the control of the business of .agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices 
of farm products and pay the losses thereon either by the Federal 
Treasury or by a tax or fee on the farmer. 

Mr. BROOKHART. l\Ir. President---
The PRESIDING OF'FICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. . 
Mr. BROOKHART. That was in connection with his inter

pretation of the platform, that be had no patience with those 
who were opposed to spending several hundred million dollars 
from the Treasury, and that interpretation was to the effect 
that doing that did not put the Government in business or 
subsidize agriculture as explained in the West Branch speech. 
There is nothing in that inconsistent with the other statement 
at Palo Alto in the speech of acceptance. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator and 
I discussed that the other day, and we do not interpret the lan
guage used in the same way, I think. I say, however, that even 
if the Senator's interpretations were correct, the fact remains 
that the presidential candidate himself cleared up the language 
10 days later, in the Senator's own State and in the presence of 
the Senator, when he used the words I just read. 

Mr. FEJSS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 

· Senator from Ohio? 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. The Senator from Iowa sugge ts that that was 

the first time the President indicated that he was against price 
fixing. Certainly if the Senator does not know that Mr. Hoover 
all the way along was opposed to price fixing, when he was 
charged, as Secretary of Commerce, with dominating the Presi
dent on the question, he is the only man in the Senate or out of 
it who does not know that. 

Mr. BROOKHART. l\Ir. President, .will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
l\Ir. BROOKHART. Mr. Hoover's representatives furni hed 

me with his record for use in the campaign, and they furnished 
me the record of how he fixed the price on $10,000,000 worth of 
farm products and how he maintained that price by buying and 
selling farm products, and in every speech, including the one I 
made at West Branch, I used those facts. Then Senators come 
in and say to me that I knew he was opposed to price fixing. 
The first knowledge I bad of that, the first time it came cate
gorically, was when this message ap~ared here. It did not 
appear in the campaign. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. Does the Senator from Iowa mean that the fact 

that when Mr. Hoover, in the Food Administration, was put in 
charge of the distribution of food for war purposes, and fixed 
the price, as an administrator, means that he is in favor of the 
Government fixing prices in peace times? 

l\Ir. BROOKHART. I will explain that with regard to wheat. 
That is more definite than referring to the Food Administration. 
The documents were furnished me in connection with the wheat 
business, and also in reference to pork, by George Barr Baker. 
A board fixed the price of wheat at $2.26 a bushel finally at 
Chicago. That was the cost-of-production price, the cost of 
production with a reasonable profit in addition to that. Then 
Mr. Hoover went out and bought and sold as much at one time 
as $500,000,000 worth of wheat in order to maintain that price. 

Mr. FESS. That was the Government doing it. 
Mr. BROOKHART. He was doing it for the Government. 

He was the Government in that transaction. Then, after the 
war was over, President " Tilson, by proclamation, promised the 
farmers the same price for wheat in 1919 that they got in 1918. 
Mr. Hoover asked a billion dollars from the Congress, and I 
presume the Senator voted for it. 

Mr. FESS. I did. 
Mr. BROOKHART. And they gave him that billion dollars. 

He did not have to use all of it, but he did use about $300,-
000,000 of it. He quit the 'Vheat Corporation before the year 
was over, and it was on the 4th of March, the last day of Con
gress, when the billion dollars was voted. That is the record 
that was given to me to present to the farmers of the Northwest 
in order to win their votes for Herbert Hoover, and I did it. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana 
yield further? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FESS. And the"Senator ·from Iowa wants the country to 

believe that because Mr. Hoover, the administrator in charge of 
feeding Europe, fixed the price by the Government, as he repre
sented the Go:yernment, he believes in price fixing in peace time 
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being written into law, and if he does not do it then he is incon
sistent. It seems to me the most incredible thing, Mr. President, 
that any.one here would say that because in an emergency in 
war time the Government had placed in the hands of an indi
vidual the buying and selling of food products in order to save 
our soldiers from starving, that that means he believes in the 
policy of price fixing. Mr. Hoover has from the beginning been 
an opponent of price fixing. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The 1919 matter was after the war was 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from Iowa? -

l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. The law was passed after the war was 

over, on the 4th of March; 1919, and the emergency of the 
farmers was nothing like as great as it is now. I certainly be
lieved that, I presented it in that way to the farmers, and the 
farmers believed it. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, no matter how 
the Senator may feel about it now, the fact remains that he and 
I together at West Branch, Iowa, .on the 21st of August of last 
year, listened to Herbert Hoover's speech, in the course of which 
he used the language I have just read, and that language should 
have disabused the Senator's mind to suCh an extent that he 
never would have needed to make any misstatement in the cam
paign, if misstatement he made . . 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. The records, which bear that out, show 

that there was no subsidy, and no subsidy necessary. In fact, 
instead of there being a subsidy, there was a profit of $59,000,-
000 taken from those operations, and that money is safely 
tucked away in the Treasury of the United States right now. 

If the Senator will permit me, I want to offer an amendment 
right now. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President; let the 
Senator offer it now, but I would like to have it come in the 
RECORD after I have concluded. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I do not care for the printing of it in 
the RECORD at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend
ment will be received, printed, and lie on the table. 
. Mr. BROOKHART. That is what I wanted. The amend
ment provides for the use of such part of this same $59,000,000 
of profits taken, not subsidy but profits, as is necessary to 
pay the losses of these stabilization corporations, if they have 
any losses. We will see if they are willing to let the farmers 
have from the Treasury even that which they took from the 
farmers. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I was reading 
from the message of the President to the Congress of the United 
States at the time of the calling of this special session. I shall 
pot go into that further. Suffice it to say that everything con
tained in this message is thoroughly consistent with the utter
ances of Herbert Hoover as the Republican candidate for 
President throughout the campaign and thoroughly consistent 
with the Republican platform adopted at Kansas City. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 

Senator from North Dakota? 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I would like to ask the Senator from In

diana if he believes the message and the statements made by 
the President during the campaign were consistent with the 
arguments urged against the debenture plan in the letter to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr. President; I was just 
coming to that. 

On the 20th day of April, 1929, the President wrote a letter 
addressed to the Hon. CHABLES L. 1\IcNABY, United States Sen
ate. I shall not read the letter in full, because every Senator 
here is familiar with its contents, but I will read the opening 
paragraph, in answer to the Senator's query. 

MY DEAR MR. SE~ATOR :. On April 12 I received a call from yourself 
and Senators CAPPER, HEFLIN, NORBECK, and RA..--;SDELL, acting as a sub
committee of the Senate Committee on Agriculture, requesting my opin
ion on the " export debenture plan " for agricultural relief, since it is 
a complete departure from the principles already debated during the 
campaign. 

That is the answer to the Senator's question. In the course 
of that letter from the President .he gave 10 reasons why he 
was opposed and is opposed to the debenture plan. I shall not 
read further from the letter in that connection. The contents, 
as I said, are familiar to all the Members of the Senate. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, will the Sen~ tor yield 1 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. NORBECK. Did I understand the Senator correctly to 

state that the position of the President is all right because he 
did not promise the farmers much? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. I wish the 
Senator had been here throughout this discussion. I have not 
hesitated to state what the President himself said on different 
occasions, that the President promised certain things, and the 
President has complied with those promises and fulfilled them all. 

Mr. NORBECK. Did he ever promise the farmers a standard 
of living like that of other people in the country? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr. President; and I think 
this legislation is the beginning of that very happy coodition we 
hope to bring about. 

Mr. NORBECK. It is only the beginning? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly; that is all that any

one can claim for it; but it is better to start and get the thing 
under way than to continue to be inactive year after year and 
make no start in the right direction. 

Mr. NORBECK and Mr. BARKLEY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course, this is not the end ; 

this is the beginning. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. D9es the Senator yield; and if 

so, to whom? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield further to the Senator 

from South Dakota. 
Mr. NORBECK. I wish the Senator would analyze the 10 

reasons. He will find that 2 of them, for instance, are that, 
first, the farmers will not get the benefit of the debenture, and, 
second, that it will give them such a big advantage that they 
will overproduce and ruin themselves. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. In the event 
the aid were rendered to the farmer, said the President, in the 
end it would work to the disadvantage of the farmer also. 

Mr. NORBECK. It is a certainty that it can not do both, is 
it not? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No; the President makes a case 
on both sides of the question and shows that if those who con
tended either way were right the debenture in the end would 
!DOt benefit the farmer. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In just a moment. Before I 

yield, my opinion is that even the farmers from the great State 
of South Dakota are opposed to the debenture in its present 
form, as suggested, though the Senator knows more about his 
own State than I do, of course. 

I now yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I read from the platform of the Republican 

Party of 1924 : 
The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enactment 

of measures which will place the agricultural interests ot America on a 
basis of economic equality with other industry to insure its prosperity 
and success. 

Was that part of the platform carried out? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Republican 

Party has unquestionably been working on a plan of farm relief 
for years. Of course, ther-e has been much difference of opinion, 
as the Senator well knows, and there is still some d,i.fference of 
opinion, but in the end the Republican Party will, as usual, solve 
this question and this problem as it has solved every other prob
lem with which it has been confronted in the history of the 
country. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It made practically the same promise in 
1920-eight years ago-and the situation had gotten worse by 
1924. In the platform of 1928 I find this language: 

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact
ment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America 
on a basis of economic equality with other industries to insure its 
prosperity and success. 

That is an exact copy of the promise made four years ago. 
Inasmuch as this promise was made in 1928, it was a confession 
that the promise made in 1924 was not carried out. What part 
of the Republican Party has been working on the solution of 
this problem for the last four years? 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to his colleague? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. WATSON. I want to say to my good friend from Ken

tucky, in reply to his question, that seven years ago there were 
very few people in the United States who were willing even to 
admit that there was a farm problem. The House was Repub
lican and the Senate Republican, and the Congress that met 
about that time began the consideration of the farm question, 
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and they debated it. At that time the House passed what was 
known as the Haugen bill. It came oyer to the Senate and the 
Senate debated it, and it was defeated. 

In the next Congress, both branches again being Republican, 
the question once more came up for consideration. The House 
again passed it. It came oyer and the Senate passed it, being 
a Republican body. In the next Congress, the House being 
Republican, it again was taken up and passed there. It came 
over here and was passed by practically a two-thirds majority. 

By the debates in both House and Senate in the successive 
Congresses, from a condition in which it was believed by scarcely 
anybody that there was a farm problem, public opinion was 
lashed to such a state that both political platforms last year 
declared it to be the foremost of all American problems, and 
both candidates pledged themselves to its immediate solution 
over and above any other question that confronts and perplexes 
the American people. 

So I maintain that successive Republican Congresses, by hav
ing constantly and surely bad this question to the front, have 
brought it to a situation where to-day it is demanded of the 
present Congress, called by the President for that purpose on 
a platform pledged to this very policy. 

It is quite true that a Republican President, I will say to 
my good friend in anticipating his question, twice vetoed the 
bill; but, nevertheless, the Republican representatives of all 
those States in both House and Senate, obedient to the demands 
of the people, brought the question to such a state that to-day 
it is the foremost of all questions, and so declared by both plat
forms. Therefore I deny that the Republican Party has done 
nothing toward the solution of the question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi

ana yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will yield to the Senator in 

just a moment. I want to make an observation first. 
I thank my colleague for what he has just suggested. What 

bas been said by my colleague is, of course, true; and evidently 
the country believes that the Republican Party has been making 
an effort to solve the problem and has been accomplishing 
something, because in 1920, overwhelmingly, the people decided 
that the Republican Party was correct in what it was trying to 
do. In 1924--and the Senator read from the p-arty platform of 
that year-again the Republican Party was overwhelmingly 
successful. In 1928-and the Senator read from that platform
it became almost unanimous, so I am surpri.,ed that the Sen
ator should hark back over the years to read from the two 
platforms. 

I yield now to the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Following a similar declaration in 1920, 

and another one of the same nature in 1924, and still another 
one in identical language in 1928, admitting that during all the 
eight years there bad been no progress except in conversa
tion, we may look forward with anticipation to a similar plat
form in 1932, based upon the failure of the party in power to 
do any more in the next four years than it bas done in the 
past eight years. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I assume that what the Senator 
bas just stated was told by him to his people in Kentucky last 
year; but notwithstanding the eloquence of the able Senator 
from Kentucky, his State went Republican by 178,000. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Not on the agricultural question. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Did not the Senator discuss 

agriculture in Kentucky last year? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I discussed many things. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Did he discuss this question? 
1\Ir. BARKLEY. Yes; I discussed agriculture, but not by 

itself. Neither did Indiana go Republican purely on the agri
cultural question. If it had, it might have repudiated the 
Senator from Indiana, who was elected notwithstanding the 
fact that he then opposed the position now taken by the Presi
dent. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. I had hoped that the discussion would avoid 

merely political p-artisan issues, but I would like to have the 
privilP.ge from my friend from Indiana to state to the Senator 
from Kentucky that in 1920 a pledge was made and in the 
administrations of Harding and Coolidge 16 different measures, 
separate and distinct, pertaining to agriculture, recommended 
by the best agricultural talent in America, were enacted into 
law, pronounced by William Jennings Bryan as the greatest 
program of farm rehabilitation ever undertaken by any country. 

Later an authority no less than the American Farm Bureau 
made its report through its secretary enumerating 26 different 

measures, all applying to the farm situation, and stated in its 
report that the program was the greatest program of farm legis
lation in all the history of the country from the adoption of the 
Constitution to the present time. That is as high an authority 
on agriculture as we can now find so far as I know. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield ; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the.. Senator from 

Iowa. 
Mr. BROOKHAR'l'. I want to call attention to the fact that 

those 26 great measures for the farmers of the United States 
got them into more trouble all the time and increased their 
debts and increased their difficulties and increased the fore
closure of their mortgages. They were little, trifling things 
compared to the main problem. 

Mr. FESS. All of which the Senator from Iowa supported 
and urged. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I supported some of them and pointed 
out that they meant but very little at the time. I remember the 
intermediate credit bank legislation. I tried to change that 
into a cooperative-bank plan. All those other things were 
merely trifling things. They did not meet the farm problem. 
The farm problem was solved at one time in this country. 
When the Food Administration was created and when the 
Wheat Corporation was created the farm problem was solved 
and the farmers got the best prices and bad the best prosperity 
they have ever had in all the history of agriculture. When the 
time came to dissolve and discontinue those agencies, the great 
man who had managed them through all their success opposed 
their discontinuance, and if Herbert Hoover's advice had been 
listened to then, and if the Government bad been kept in busi
ness-if that is what the Senator is pleased to call it-if it had 
continued to fix the price of those products at the cost of pro
duction plus a reasonable profit, the farmers would not have 
been deflated and the farm problem would not have existed as 
it does to-day. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then let us follow Herbert 
Hoover's advice now. If the Senator from Iowa feels that his 
advice is good and safe and sound, let us follow Herbert 
Hoover's advice now. That is what the country expects us 
to do. 

I want to invite the attention of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. BARKLEY] to a statement made, since he has been reading 
statements from the Republican platform. I want to read a 
statement from a great Democrat, the last Democratic President 
of the United States, Woodrow Wilson. In the last 32 years 
we have bad only one Democratic President. For some cause 
or other the people seem to distrust Democratic administra
tions. ' Woodrow Wilson was President from March 4, 1913, to 
March 4, 1921, eight years. The day before he went out of 
office, March 3, 1921, when he vetoed the agricultural tariff for 
the farmers of the country, he being the last Democratic Presi
dent the country has had, used this language, and this statement 
is to be found at the end of his message to Congress: 

I do not believe that the sober judgment of the masses of the people 
of the Nation, or even of the special class whose interests are imme
diately affected by this measure, will sanction a return, especially in 
view of conditions which lend even less justification for such action, to 
a policy of legislation for selfish interests which will foster monopoly 
and increase the disposition to look upon the Government as an instru
ment for private gain instead of an instrument fo~ the promotion of the 
general well-being. Such a policy is antagonistic to the fundamental 
principle of equal and exact justice to all, and can only serve to revive 
the feeling of ilTitation on the part of the great masses of the people 
and of lack of confidence in the motives of rulers and the results of 
government. 

WOODROW WILSON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, Ma,rch S, 19ZL 

And, Mr. PreSident, does it not amaze you to find there in 
brackets the words "applause on the Democratic side"? That 
special class was the class composed of American farmers and 
those words were uttered by the last Democratic President of 
this country on l\farch 3, 1921, the day before he went out of 
office. So evidently the Democratic Party considered the farmer 
to be of a special class that irritates "the great masses of the 
people." So, at any rate, said Woodrow Wilson. 

I yield now to the Senator from Kentucky. 
1\Ir. BARKLEY. Since those immortal words were uttered, 

being a correct statement of a principle for which the Demo
cratic Party stands, and for which all parties are standing, I 
am sure no measure has been enacted by Congress under other 
administrations which have granted special privileges to the 
classes. It is by reason of those special privileges granted to 
two special classes that the farmer is in the situation he is in 
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to-day. If the Republican Congress saw fit to grant special 
privileges to certain classes, where is the inconsistency in under
taking to give the farmer the same advantage that others claim 
by reason of such special legislation? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the statement I have just 
quoted reflect the views of the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; broadly. 
:Mr . ROBINSO~ of Indiana. Then the Senator feels that this 

special class deserves no special treatment. 
1\Ir. BARKLEY. The Senator did not understand me to say 

that. If the Senator properly understood my words he under
stood me to say that because of special legislation enacted since 
those words were uttered granting to others the right to exploit 
the great majority of the people we may expect the farmer has 
the right to expect that bE) should be kept on an equal economic 
basis with other interests of the country. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I simply wanted to " know 
whether the Senator from Kentucky subscribed to those·views. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I subsc1·ibe to them as a general govern
mental party policy. 

l\fr. COPELAND. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from New York? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. Is it not reasonable to believe that in estab

lishing an economic policy for the country we have to place all 
groups and classes upon the same basis? If we are to have a 
policy of high protection which of necessity will increase the cost 
of everything we use, if we are to have the labor union that in
creases the cost of labor, the farmer be~ng a victim of both the 
high cost incident to fixing the tariff and the high cost due to 
the fixing of wages, is it not logical to conclude that the farmer 
too ought to be given the same attention? That is the view I 
take of it. I think we ought either to tear down the protective 
tariff and destroy the labor union, both unth.lnkable, or else 
we should place the farmer on the same plane of economic 
equality. 

I supported Mr. Wilson. I am not familiar with the details 
of the particular message from which the Senator from Indiana 
quoted. What he bad in mind was that with a more reasonable 
protective tariff there would not be the occasion to give the 
farmer that relief which he thought to be class legislation. But 
now we are engaged in a policy. I think the real reason why 
those words were uttered was that it was his thought that we 
might elevate the tariff so high for the benefit of the manufactur
ing class that it would be detrimental to the agricultural class. 
If we are going to do that, certainly in all good conscience we 
should give to the farmer the benefit of the same sort of 
legislation. That is the way it strikes me and that is the rea
son why I am favoring some kind of legislation that will help 
the farmer and lift him to the same plane of economic pros
perity that the manufacturer enjoys to-day. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I think I would 
prefer to conclude in the morning, if that ·will be agreeable to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA FoLLETTE in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield if I do not thereby lose 
the floor. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am advised that the Senator 
from Indiana desires to conclude his address to-morrow. For 
that reason I move that the Senate adjourn . until 12 o'clock 
noon to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFF.IOER. Does the Senator move an 
adjournment? 

Mr. McNARY. I move an adjournment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'Tile Chair will advise the 

Senator from Indiana that he can not retain the floor 
if an adjournment is taken. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield for the purpose of an adjournment being moved at this 
time? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest that we had better 
take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana has 
the floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will assume that there will 
be no objection to-morrow to my finishing the remarks which I 
have begun this afternoon. I think 20 minutes will be sufficient 
to enable me to conclude to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana no 
doubt will be recognized by the occupant of the chair to-morrow 
when the unfinished business shall be laid before the Senate. 

I 

Mr. WATSON. · Mr. President, will my colleague yield to me? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I promised several _Senators 

that there would be an adjournment to-night, and I hope the 
understanding will be carried out in good faith. 

M.r. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In

diana yield to the Senator from Oregon for the purpose of mov-
ing an adjournment? . 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am perfectly wiiling that 
an adjournment shall be taken at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, May 7, 
1929, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
~fONDAY, May 6, 19£19 

The Bouse met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 
Lord God of life and light, whom we love and trust, as the reach 

of our influence is near and far, direct and strong, we earnestly 
seek Thy guidance. Our lives are sacred trusts not only for our
selves but for many others. If we use them wisely, they shall 
be helped and shall be led to keep the grasp · of their faith on 
powers that shape, hold, and transform society. Oh, may we 
take ilie wisdom and the sunlight of God and fting them back to 
men in sweet and blessed fragrance. However difficult our task 
and problems, give us courage and confidence. Keep us good 
at heart, doing our duty; ever diligent, faithful, and patient all 
the hours through. Father of mercies, we wait. One of us 
has just learned heaven's mysteries and beheld heaven's glory. 
Time ilas eased his itief and death has purged all darkness 
from his eyes. 0 prepare us for the great transition. In Thy 
name.' Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, May 3, 1929, was 
read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by l\fr. Craven, its principal clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed with an amendment, in 
which the concurrence of the House is requested, a joint reso
lution of the House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution to extend the provisions of 
Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, approved Feb-
ruary 25, 1929. · 

ADJUSTME!il'T OF THE TARIFF 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani
mous consent to proceed for five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, the readjusted tariff bill will 

be ready for introduction to-morrow at noon. [Applause.] 
The committee bas had printed as a committee print for the 
use of Members and of the press 1,000 copies of the bill and 
also 1,000 copies of a tentative statement which will later con
stitute the body of the report when the bill has been formally 
reported by the committee. 

The tentative report, or statement, for the use of the Mem
bers and the press for their information as to what has been 
done, will consist, first, of a statement by the chairman of the 
general purposes of the bill. Then there will follow a report 
by each subcommittee which had charge of the several schedules. 
For instance, there will be Schedule 1, chemicals, oils, and 
paints, which was considered by a subcommittee consisting 
of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HADLEY], chairman, 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH], and the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. E'REA.R]. They will make such state
ment of the cbl!nges effected in that schedule as they desire. 
Following that, as will be true as to each schedule, the schedule 
will be printed under the Ramseyer rule. The existing law 
will be printed with the eliminated portions inclosed in black 
brackets and the new and additional matter, including the rates, 
will be printed in italics, so that by reference to any schedule 
or any paragraph it can readily be seen what the changes are. 

A copy of the bill and this tentative statement will be de
livered to the office of each Member to-morrow at noon and 
copies will be placed in the press gallery at the same hour. · 
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The gentlemen of the committee who have had the prepara

tion of the bill in charge trust that you will find in this tenta
tive statement the information you desire concerning the pi·o
posed legislation. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Will the g-entleman yield? 
Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 
1\Ir. GARNER. I think the gentleman might have gone just 

a little farther and give us the most interesting information; 
when do you expect to take up the bill for consideration? 

Mr. HAWLEY. That I am not able to say. I intended to 
confer with the gentleman from Texas, but possibly be can tell 
me now what length of time the gentlemen on his side desire to 
examine the bill before the full committee is called to con
sider it? 

Mr. GARNER. I do not know about that. I have not had an 
opportunity to glance at it. Is the bill going to be printed so as 
to show the differences in the bill itself or only in the report? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The bill will be printed as an ordinary bill. 
It will be a clean copy. 

Mr. GARNER. Then in order to ascertain the changes made 
in the law it will be nece sary to read a paragraph and then 
turn to the report to ascertain what changes are made in that 
paragraph? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It will be necesEary to compare the para
graphs in the bill with the matter in the statement, since such 
comparison will be found in the tentative statement. It will 
contain the original law, the omitted parts in black brackets and 
the new matter inserted in italics, under the Ramseyer rule. 

Mr. GARNER. If the gentleman introduces the bill to
morrow, would he care to take it up any time during the week? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think the Republican members of the com
mittee desire a meeting of the entire committee at as early a 
date as may lJe possible, and if possible on Thursday. 

Mr. GARNER. I will try to get the Democratic members to 
accommodate the gentleman as far as possible in order to 
facilitate its passage. · 
· Mr. HAWLEY. I intended to confer with the gelltleman 
from Texas, but did not have an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. GARNER. May I ask the gentleman further in connec
tion with that whether he expects to take the bill up and con
sider it after general debate under the rules of the House · of 
Representatives? 

Mr. HAWLEY. That is a matter that the gentlemen on this 
side known as leaders will have to decide. I am not prepa~ed 
to make any statement as to that. 

Mr. GARNER. To whom does the gentleman refer, in order 
that I may ask them and get the information? [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. HAWLEY. I do not think the gentleman is as ignorant 
as his question indicates. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. · 

ADMINISTERING THE O.ATH TO .A REPRESENTATIVE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol

lowing communication : 
THE PANAMA CANAL, WASHINGTON OFFICE, 

Washington~ May s~ 1929. 
'l'he SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES~ 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Srn: The following self-explanatory radiogram, dated the 2d 

instant, was received by this office to·day from the Governor of the 
Panama Canal, Balboa Heights, Canal Zone : 

"Referring to cablegram 1st instant from Clerk House of Representa
tives to Frank H. Wang, notary public, inform Speaker of House that 
oath of office was administered to-day by Wang to Representative JOHN 
J. CASEY and certification been mailed to Speaker." 

Very ·respectfully, 
A. L. FLINT, Chief of Office. 

Mr. KIESS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution and ask for 
i ts immediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers a 
resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

House Resolution 39 

Whereas JOHN J. CASEY, a Representative from the State of Penn
sylvania from the twelfth district thereof, has been unable from sick
ness to appear in person to be sworn as a Member ·of this House, bnt 
has sworn to and subscribed the oath of office before Frank H. Wang, 
notary public at Ancon, Canal Zone, authorized by resolution of this 
House to administer the oath, and the said oath of office has been pre
sented in his behalf to the House, and there being no contest or ques
tion as to his election : Therefore 

RPsolved, That the said oath be accepted and received by the House 
!I.S the oath of office of the said JOHN J. CASEY as a Member of this 
neuse. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

ADDRESS BY RON. RUTH PRATT, OF NEW YORK 

Mrs. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting a speech delivere1l 
by my colleague the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. PR.ATT] 
at the annual dinner of the Bureau of Advertisers, American 
Newspaper Publishers' Association in New York on Thursday, 
April 25. . 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman from • California asks 
unanimous consent to extend her remarks in the RECORD in 
the manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my re

marks in the RECORD, I include the speech delivered by my col
league the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. PRATT] at the 
annual dinner of the Bureau of Advertisers, American News
paper .,Publishers' Association, in New York, on Thursday, April 
25, 1929. . The speech is as follows : 

During the past six months a remark has been made to me very 
frequently which, because it indicates an attitude of mind fairly 
prevalent among people in general, I shall repeat to you. It is in 
effect that I should be very happy to be leaving a seemingly unim
portant public office here in New York and getti:Qg into bigger, more 
important things in Washington; that my work here really was "fin
ished." From the point of view of a personal privilege and a wider 
experience, "yes"; but from the point of view of public service it is 
not true and should not be so. There is far too much for citizens to 
do in their own communities for the betterment of their State and 
local municipal governments for them to feel ·at any time the work at 
home is finished. The need for it is constant and unending. 

To anyone in public life who attempts to analyze the conditions of 
government and to examine into their causes and effects a curious 
anomaly presents itself. It springs principally from the attitude of 
the average citizen toward his Federal Government on one band and 
his municipal and State government on the other. From the Federal 
Government the people demand and receive an increasing degree of 
efficiency with a constantly growing inclination to invocate its func
tions more and more for the solution of public problems, not only 
national but local. From the municipal and State governments the 
people have become accustomed to expect the lowest degree of efficiency 
with a surprising apathy toward the conduct of local affairs. 

These tendencies have already made a marked impression upon the 
present operations of both Federal and local government. Unless 
checked they can not fail ultimately to affect the fundamental prin
ciples of our Republic. 

If we turn back the pages of history, we must recognize anew the 
ideals of the inception of our form of government. The Revolutionary 
War was won not by a nation but by a confederation of States, which 
subsequently became a nation, and even in the act of becoming one had 
the ~sion to rerognize that free government means self-government, and 
that self-government can not long exist if the agencies of government 
are so distant as to be deprived ·of the immediate supervision and re
sponsibility of the people themselves. Some may think that the prin
ciples of home rule and State rights, indeed of our whole Federal struc
ture, were born of the rivalries and jealousies of colonial days. I pre
fer to believe that they are the fruits of the wisdom of men who knew 
human nature quite as well as they understood government, who were 
uncompromising thinkers, who saw their problems In the clear, hard 
light of the dawn and solved them by erecting a structure upon prin
ciples which they knew to be fundamental and enduring. 

There is a real need in this country to-day to refamlliarize ourselves 
with those principles. There is a real need of revitalizing in the indi
vidual his sense of local responsibility and self-reliance. There is a 
real need for the people once more to grasp the fundamental fact that 
under our system of government they are expected to solve many prob
lems themselves through their municipal and State governments and to 
combat the tendency that is all too common to-day to turn to the 
Federal Government as the easiest and least burdensome method of 
lightening their own responsibilities. 

As I read our history, the safety and strength of our Constitution iB 
due not so much to the powers granted to the Fedet·al Governmtent as 
to those reserved for the States; to the jealousy with which the home
rule principle was safeguarded ; to the regard held by the founders for 
the· truth that the closer the government to the people, the better the 
government ; and that the best way to strengthen and fostE'r good 
government is to build up self-reliance and independence in the indi
vidual citizen by placing on him direct and intimate r esponsibility. If 
this was true when there were but 13 States, when our inhabitants 
numbered only 3,000,000, one-balf of the present population of New 
York City, when our population was homogeneous and bad, generally 
speaking, an economic solidarity and that common view which can only 
be found in a population almost wholly addicted to agricultural pur
snits, how much more necessary is it to-day when our country has 
expanded to its present colossal proportions, when it is made up of 
races drawn from all parts of the world. · with totally dissimilar ances
try, tradition! and standpoint,_ when within our borders may be found 
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every form of economic activity, from the simple agricultural com
munity to the largest of commercial and industrial units, and when a 
valiety of climates necessarily produces different habits, cust<>ms, and 
modes of living? 

That a nation so composed and situated can develop a single and 
ardent national spirit, a common purpose and ideal, and can embody a 
great national spirit and conscience, has been amply demonstrated by 
our history. But that this Nation, with such a tradition as we have 
noted, with its characteristics of initiative and love of freedom, true not 
only of the individuals but of the individual communities, can ever be 
made uniform by law and governed from a single distant center is some
thing to me inconceivable. Washington is far off in spite of railroads, 
airplanes, and long-distance telephones, far off in the sense that it is 
well-nigh impossible for the individual to scrutinize and understand 
from day to day, from month to month, the complexities of its already 
huge Government. 

The American principles of ordered freedom, individual rights, and 
responsible government are eternally secure in the safe-keeping of 48 
sovereign governments directly responsible to the rule and supervision 
of their citizens. To intrust them to one central authority is to hazard 
their very existence, for, deprived of that sense of personal responsi
bility in the individual from which they draw their vigor and remo>ed 
from that jealous vigilance which should constantly attend them, they 
will gradually lose their strength until the shadow, rather than the sub
stance remaining, they may be blown away by the first tempest. 

These considerations are not academic. They have their actual 
manifestations in the contrasting conditions which exist to-day in our 
Federal Government and in the municipal government of New York and 
our other large cities. There is nothing more vital to the well-being 
of our citizens than the local administration of government, to which 
we look fot· the protection of our health, our resources, our business, 
our safety, our education, our recreation, and for everything which 
makes for well-being in life itself, and yet we are seemingly careless, 
seemingly indifferent, seemingly lacking in cmiosity as to the quality 
and character of those in whose hands rests the proper administration 
of those agencies which so intimately affect our lives. 

The business of Federal Government is run on a basis of sound eco
nomic principles. Furthermore, we know that the quality of our 
Federal public servants is, in general, considerably above the average, 
but we do not find this to be as true in many of our largest munici
palities. This, in a way, is somewhat surprising, for while it should 
be a matter of gratification to us that people of the type of a large 
prop{)rtion of our Federal officials are willing to make, in most instances, 
real personal sacrifices in devoting themselves to the affairs of Federal 
Government, it is regrettable that in contrast to this we find it almost 
impossible to get the same type of public servant in our State and local 
governments. It can not be a question of remuneration, for a com
parison office by office. would show that the balance of financial repay
ment almost invariably is on the side of the municipal officeholder. 

Ever since the war the attention of the taxpayers has been fixed on 
Washington, their insistent demands for relief have been aimed at the 
Federal Government, and the results have been eminently satisfactory. 
Expenditures have been reduced to bedrock, and taxes cut to a point 
where, either from the standpoint of rates or of total volume, they no 
longer constitute an exressive burden for a Nation so rich as ours. 

That this satisfactory condition will, in the main, continue !or the 
immediate future, at least, is subject to one important reservation. 
Federal e~penditures will not be held down if the recently instituted 
practice of giving aid to States is broadened to cover an ever-widening 
field of activities, a practice which is being strenuously and persistently 
urged by special groups stri·ving for immediate results by go-getter 
methods, and which is open to two very serious objections : First, it 
makes it difficult to measure the true cost of Federal functions ; and, 
secondly and most important, it undermines the most fundamental and 
the soundest pdnciple of our whole governmental structure, that of 
home rule, with all that it spells in the way of responsibilities and of 
local and individual self-reliance. Centralization in the United Statea 
is the enemy of good government. 

But while our eyes have been turned to Washington and we bave 
been voicing our satisfaction over the accomplishments there, we have 
failed to note what was happening at home. Gratified with the steady 
reduction in the cost of the Federal Government, we have been neglect
ful of the fact that the costs of State and local governments were rising 
so steadily as to offset and wipe out practically all of our gains. 

The difference between the rate of increase of State and local taxes is 
easily explained by the larger contributions made by the States to 
functions once almost exclusively financed locally, such as education 
and the construction and maintenance of highways. 

Generally speaking. Federal taxes are fairly well .divide<l between 
direct and indirect and give recognition to the principle of ability to 
pay. But our State and local tax systems are inequitable, unscientific, 
and fall to a very large extent on one form of property and disregard 
to a very great extent the ability of different classes of taxpayers to 
contribute to the support of government. Thus in New Yo1·k City it 
bas been estimated that anywhere from two to three months' rent isn't 
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rent at all, but taxes-a condition which is particularly burdensome 
where the supply of cheap housing facilities is limited and where n 
tenement-house problem exists. In the rural districts taxes constitute 
one of the principal contributing factors to the high cost <>f production 
and the consequently )ow profits. In New York property taxes are 
consuming from 30 to 50 per cent of net income from property in the 
prosperous agricultural sections of the State. The Congress just at 
present is very much concerned with agricultural legislation looking to 
improve methods of marketing and better prices for the farmer. I do 
not desire to minimize what can be accomplished along these lines, but 
I do want to suggest that the farmer can do something to help himself 
at once by demanding of his State and local officials economy and 
reduced taxes. 

As a result of economy in Washington the rates of a fairly devised 
and reasonably scientific tax system are coming down, while, on the 
other band, those of an unbalanced and unfair State and local system 
are rising, increasing existing inequalities and injustices. 

Turning now to public expenditures, the facts are even more startling. 
Tax receipts are frequently confused with governmental cost. As a 
matter of fact, they do not by any means correspond. Year in and 
year out · governments, generally speaking, spend much more thnn their 
current revenues, the difference, as a rule, being made good from the 
proceeds of borrowing. 

While, on the one hand, the Federal G<>vernment is paying off its 
indebtedness, the States and municipalities are not only exhausting their 
tax revenues but are resorting to bond issues to finance additional 
expenditures, apparently neglectful of the fact that in the long run 
borrowing is the most expensive method of public financing. 

As I see it, the problem resolves itself into the question of what 
service~ government under existing conditions can perform better and 
more economically than private individuals, whether our governments 
are performing such functions as they have assumed with economy and 
efficiency; and, finally, whether the cost of these services is being 
financed in the soundest and most economic way and so as to dis
tribute the burden fairly. 

Now, what is the reason for this marked contrast between our Federal 
and local governments? The answer is not hard to find. It lies in the 
fact that the real interest of the people does not seem to center in 
conditions at home. As one proof of this lack of interest we have 
only to cite what happens at a national election every four years in 
contrast to wbat happens· at the election in other years. Comparison 
of the la.rge registration and the number voting on national matters 
with the marked falling off in the number of those voting in local elec
tions tens the story in a great measure. In this lies the point which 
I have tried to make this ev~Jning, one which I feel deserves sincere, 
intelligent, and careful ·consideration. The citizens of this country 
must exercise not merely the same but even a greater interest and a 
greater sense of responsibility, a greater sense of the need for public 
service in their local communities, if we are to have local government 
comparable with Federal Government. It should be a source of shame 
that exh·avagance, waste, unsound and uneconomic administration of 
affairs should be found largely centered in our great cities. 

Government is a living, vital thing. It takes its strength not merely 
from the ideals set up before it but mainly from the conduct of the 
people in their application of the principles underlying those ideals. 
If the small unit of government is neglected, ultimately the whole mu_!!~t 
be affected. Apathy in one must necessarily reach forth in time to the 
other. 

It is conceivable, if we take as an example, on a small scale, a town 
of a few hundred inhabitants, that the people would know pretty nearly 
to the dot what was going on in their home town. They would know 
pretty well the character and characteristics of those they put in posi
tions of responsibility and by their intimate knowledge and supervision 
would come pretty close to having a perfect system of control of their 
local administrative affairs. 

This would be an enviable situation. It embodies an ideal and a 
principle that should be aimed at, and the wider application of which 
to larger communities and municipalities would bring about more bene
ficient and improved standards of local government. 

EXTENSION OF BEMABKS 

Mr. :McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing an article by 
1\-lr. Joe Cromwell on the question of tariffs on oil. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. ?fir. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, who is Joe Cromwell? 

Mr. McKEOWN. He is a very well-known authority on oil. 
Mr. UNDERIDLL. He is not a Member of the Congress? 
Mr. McKEOWN. No; but a very interesting writer. 
Mr. UNDERHILL. I object. 
Mr. McKEO-WN. I think it would be very illuminating to 

the gentleman to have this article appear in the RECORD. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I will read it if the gentleman will 
iJland it over to me. 

The SP;EAKER. Objection is heard. 
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WITHDRAW .AL OF P APKRS 

:Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the papers in the case of Clayton R. Miller (H. R. 
15343) now with the Committee on Military Affairs may be 
withdrawn from the flles, no adverse repm·t having been made 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the papers in the case of Clayton R. Miller may 
be withdrawn from the files, no adverse report having been 
made. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

BATTLE FIELDS IN THE VICINITY OF RICHMOND, VA. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
~roceed for two minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to ask unanimous con

sent for the consideration of the following matter: A bill 
' passed the House on the 25th of February and the Senate on the 
26th last to provide for the study, investigation, and survey for 
commemorative purposes of battle field's in the vicinity of Rich
mond, Va. 

i The bill was reported unanimously by the Committee on 1\lili
tary Affairs of the House and unanimously passed by the 

. H onse. It was likewise reported in the Senate and passed by 
the Senate. 

I By reason of the rush of business in the closing hours of the 
' Congress the bill did not reach the House in time to be enrolled, 
and therefore failed to reach the President before adjournment 
of the Congress. 

The bill imposes no great pecuniary obligation upon the Gov
ernment. It is not to purchase or acquire battle fields, but is 
simply to follow out a policy of the War Department to study 
and investigate and survey for commemorative purposes these 
battle fields and to reach some form of classification of war me
morials, to which end the sum of $6,800, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary, is authorized. The War Department ap
proves the bill, as is shown by the report. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Yes. 
Mr. GAR!\TER. If I understand the gentleman from Virginia, 

this is a bill that was passed in the last days of the Seventieth 
Congress? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. It was reported to the House and passed by 

the Honse unanimously, and then reported to the Senate and 
passed unanimously by that body, but failed of signature of the 
President on account of the rush of business. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. It did not reach the House in time to be 
enrolled for consideration by the President. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
which I do not intend to do, as I understand, the bill which the 
gentleman desires to pass now is identical with a bill which 
bas heretofore passed the Honse. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I thank the gentleman for that suggestion. 
I should have stated that the bill is identical with the bill that 
passed the House and the Senate. I simply reintroduced the 
same bill. 

Mr. CRAMTON. In view of that situation, Mr. Speaker, I 
shall not object. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. If the work is to be done, it should be 
done this summer, and I therefore ask the indulgence of the 
Honse to do what I think is a practical thing. 

I now ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, for the present 
consideration of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani
mous consent for the present consideration of a bill (H. R. 
22), which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 

authorized and directed to have made studies, investigations, and 
surveys of the battle fields in the vicinity of Richmond, .in the Com
monwealth of Virginia, including the battle field of Cold Harbor, Va., 
for the purpose of preparing and submitting to Congress a general 
plan and such detailed project as may be required for properly com
memorating such battle fields and other adjacent points of historical 
and military interest, in accordance with the classification set forth 
in House Report No. 1071, Sixty-ninth Congress, first session. 

SEC. 2. To enable the Secretary of War to carry out the provisions 
o! this act, including the payment of mileage of officers of the Army 
and actual expenses of civilian employees traveling on duty in connec
tion with the studies, investigations, and surveys, there is hereby 

authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $6,800, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary, to be expended for the purposes of th1s act. 

1\Ir. STAFFORD. l\1r. Speaker, may I inquire whether the 
gentleman from Virginia has reintroduced the bill in this 
Congress? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Yes; the identical bill 
. Mr. STAFFORD. The Clerk, in reading the bill, did not 

give the number. 
1\lr. MONTAGUE. I should state that this bill does not 

contemplate the purchase of the land for battle-field parks. 
The peo-ple will contribute any land ~:r ands necessary for 
the markers and mem·orials. ) 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MONTAGUE. I yield. 
Mr. DENISON. The gentleman does not know o! any amend

ments to be placed on the bill? 
Mr. MOJ\"'TAGUE. No. And none are contemplated, so far 

as I am advised, and I am closely and accurately in touch 
with the interested persons. 

1\lr. DENISON. So the gentleman can assure the Rouse that 
it will not be loaded down with additional amendments? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I do not think so. 
There being no committee organized to consider this bill 

and time is passing, I thank the indulgence of the Speaker and 
the Honse for this leave to consider. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time 
was read tbe third time, and passed. ' 

A motion by Mr. MoNTAGUE to reconsider the vote whereby 
the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
two minutes in order to ask the majority leader a question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. GARNER. A number of Members on this side of the 

House would like to inquire what is to be the program for the 
balance of the week. I think it would accommodate a large 
number of Members if the gentleman from Connecticut will out
line so far as he can at this time the program of legislation for 
the balance of the week. 

Mr. TILSON. I shall be glad to give the gentleman such in
formation as I have, but it is not very definite, and will not be 
until after the tariff bill is made public, so that Members on 
both sides of the aisle may have an opportunity to examine the 
bill. 

Mr. GARNER. In .other words, everybody is in quandary as 
to what is in the fariff bill? 

Mr. TILSON. Precisely. 
Mr. GARNER. If there is something good in it, you are 

liable to proceed immediately? 
Mr. TILSON. We are sure that there is a great deal of good 

in the bill, but at the same time Members desire to know what 
is in it before they can say what the procedure should be. 

Mr. GARNER. Well, after yon have seen the tariff bill and 
the Speaker and the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] and 
yon have got together and gotten some information from your 
side of the House as to what you can do, you will be able to tell 
the House what the program will be for the balance of the 
week? 

Mr. TILSON. I think so. [Laughter.] 
PROHIBITION 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask u'nanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlema n from Michigan asks unani
mous consent to address the House for five minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

have read at the desk in a portion of that time the clipping 
which I send to the desk. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

AUERICA'S GREATEST STEAMSHIP OPERATOR'S VIEW ON PROHIBITION 

Capt. Robert Dollar is perhaps the foremost foreign steamship owner 
and manager in America. Though 85 years old, be is full of vigor and 
vitality. While attending the foreign trade council at Baltimore, Cap
tain Dollar said to a staff representative of the Manufacturers Record : 

" When I took over a fleet of 20 ships five years ago any number of 
persons, all kinds of people, told me I could not run them successfully 
unless I served liquor on board. Not a drop of liquor ever bas been 
served on one of those ships, and they are running still and the passen
ger list always is filled. If ever I have to turn bootlegger or serve liquor 
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on my ships, rn give up or go broke--! won't do it. And what kind of 
a man would I be if I carried liquor on my ships and at the same time 
said to my officers and meo, 'Any one of you who takes a drink of liquor 
will be fired Instantly '? No, sir ; my ships never have carried liquor 
and never will. 

" I was banished from my home, from Scotland, my native land, at 
the age of 13 by liquor. Our family had a sad experience with liquor, 
and at 13 I left home anu I vowed then and there that never would I 
touch a drop of liquor, and I never have. In my long life in the lumber 
business anu the shipping business I have seen hundreds of young men
fine young fellows with every prospect for fine, useful lives-absolutely 
destroyed by liquor. Young fellows who started with me but took to 
liquor went into the gutter. All my life, from boyhood, I have seen 
closely the wretchedness that liquor causes. 

"Prohibition has been a Godsend to this country, and above all to 
the poorer people. And, most of all, it has been of indescribable value 
to the women and children of the cotmtry. It is the women and children 
who suff<>r most in the end from the evil effects of liquor on the men, 
and prohibition has spared the women and children an indescribable 
amount of suffering. Under prohibition money which went to the saloon 
and the liquor seller goes to the stores for clothing for the women and 
children ; it goes into the savings banks by hundreds of millions of 
dollars each year ; it is invested in automobiles and other recreations. 
Prohibition is a Godsend to this country." 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, that statement authorized by 
Capt. Robert Dollar, who has scored as great a success as any 
American in the operation of ships, who does it under his own 
management and without financing by the Government, is proof 
conclusive that a successful American merchant marine does 
not depend on the sale of that which is forbidden for sale in the 
United States. · [Applause.] 

1\Ir. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

1\Ir. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I have patiently foreborne 
offering objections, notwithst..'l.nding that by order of the House 
I am to speak a while this morning. I shall not object now 
to the request of the gentleman from New York, it being in 
reply to a subject in which he is deeply interested. I have 
thought as a matter of courtesy that I would waive the privi
lege accorded me by the House and permit the House to adjourn 
out of compliment to the memory of our late colleague. I do 
not object, but I shall object hereafter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, for seyeral days I have been 

expecting the statement from Mr. Dollar to be referred to or 
put in the RECORD, and I have made inquiry as to the operation 
of the Dollar ships. With all due deference to l\Ir. Dollar, the 
85-year-old gentleman, I want to say that Mr. Dollar does not 
know what is going on on his own ships. I do not think that 
:Mr. Dollar has taken an active part in the operation of his ships 
for some years, but I now state that the facilities are offered to 
the passengers on the Dollar ships to consume all the liquor that 
they desire. I obtain that information from passengers who 
have traveled on the Dollar ships. I make that statement with
out any reservation whatsoever, and I assume full responsibility 
for stating now that liquor is consumed on the Dollar ships. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMTON. There is nothing in the statement of Cap

tain Dollar to the contrary. The consuming of liquor on a ship 
is one thing. There are many ways in which it may be car
ried on. The sale of it there as a source of revenue, how
ever, for the operation of the lines is an entirely different 
matter. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And let me say to the gentleman that 
under a recent decision which the gentleman approves if a 
hotel knowingly permits its patrons to come in and serves them 
with the facilities for consuming liquor, the things the gentle
man knows goes with a drink, such as ice, ginger ale, White 
Rock water, and such things, it has been construed as a vio
lation of law. Places have been padlocked and people sent to 
jail for just that. 

1\Ir. CRAMTON. Oh, the gentleman, as in other instances, is 
assuming entirely too much. 

l\1r. LAGUARDIA. It is breaking the law, and I say now 
that the Dollar Line knowing1y permits the sei-ving of facili
ties for the consuming of all the liquor on its ships that their 
passengers desire; and permit me to say right now, with all 
due deference to Mr. Dollar, that if he desires to follow the 
suggestions which be makes in his articles, if he believe in 
obedience of law, the place for him to commence is right on 

the Dollar ships in obeying the La Follette Seaman's Act and the 
antinarcotic laws. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I say that Mr. Dollar disobeys the very 

spirit and letter of the seaman's act by the employment of 
Chinese in his crews. Not only does he employ the full number 
of Chinese on the ships permitted by the law but on each· ship 
coming from the Orient he has from 12 to 24 Chinamen in 
re erve, to whom he pays 24 cents a month, to put on other 
ships when they arrive in this country. These men are mani
fested as " winchmen " and must agree to be transferred to any 
ship of the company. If he is so interested in the obedience 
of law, I say to him that he should watch his crews, because 
only recently in New York we seized a large consignment of 
narcotics brought in by that Chinese crew on the Dollar ships. 

Mrs. KAHN. Does the gentleman mean to insinuate that 
the Dollars had any knoweldge of the narcotics being on those 
ships? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I mean to insinuate that the Dollars 
knew that they were employing Chinese seamen at starvation 
wages. 

1\lrs. KAHN. But the gentleman did not say that the Chi
nese seamen on the Dollar ships had anything to do with 
narcotics. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly; we arrested them in New York. 
Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman has very carefully evaded 

the main p.oint of the statement of Captain Dollar, that a suc
cessful merchant marine does not depend financially upon the 
operation of a bar on the ships. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentleman is so eager to carry out 
that idea, let him commence immediately with the pride of the 
American merchant marine, recently turned over to plivate 
operation, bought with Government money, only 5 per cent 
down being paid, operated now under private management with 
the statement that the bar is now wide open. Enforce your law 
on your Government ships to start with. 

Mr. CRAMTON. There are no bars on the Dollar ships. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. But there is liquor. . 
Mrs. KAHN. He can not regulate what his passengers do. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then let him keep quiet about law 

enforcement. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The SPEAKER. Under the order of the House the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. HowARD, for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, in view of announcement of 
the death of our colleague, Mr. CAsEY, I think I ought to, and 
I do ask, that my time be given to-morrow, so that the House 
in a few moments, on the motion of some gentleman in charge 
of the matter, may adopt a resolution to adjourn out of respect 
to the memory of our beloved colleague. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani
mous consent that the time alloted to him to-day may be used 
by him to-morrow immediately after the reading of the Journal 
and the disposition of business on the Speaker's desk. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
make the same request in respect to my own time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent t o 
extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Speaker, in my remarks of April 26. 

1929, with reference to the use of smoke screens in the city of 
Washington, I did not mention the fact that the man shot by 
the officer was a rum runner, as I intended my remarks to apply 
to all crimes. I have noticed in S<>me newspapers the statement 
that he was only a bitch-hiker and that the machine did not 
carry any intoxicating liquor. In view of the fact that this re
port is untrue, I believe I am justified in amplifying my remarks 
of April 28. 

The deceased a:n.d John Stevens, the man who was riding in 
the car with the deceased on the night in question, lived together 
in southeast Washington. The car is registered in the name of 
.John Stevens, but the police believe the car is actually the prop
erty of another man who is a member of the rum-running gang. 

According to the statement of J obn Stevens, he and the de
ceased equipped the car with the smoke screen, and then bad 
the springs rebuilt at a garage in Maryland. 
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The police had pursued this car upon three or four previous 

o~casions when it was hauling liquor, but had been unable to 
arrest the occupants, who were then unknown to the police. 

John Stevens was known to the police as a bootlegger, and 
his place of business bad been raided by the police. 

On the night in question the deceased and Stevens left Wash
ington between 6 and 7 o'clock p. m. They purchased gas at a 
station near the District line and then proceeded about 70 miles 
into Maryland and secured 384 quarts of intoxicating liquor and 
were returning to Washington with this liquor. The deceased 
was driving the car and Stevens was pumping the smoke screen. 
The car had no lights burning and was f1lilning 65 miles per 
hour. 

When the car was stopped Stevens jumped from the car and 
ran. He was pursued by Officer Rouse and captured 8.fter a 
chase of rome two blocks. The 384 quarts of liquor were in the 
car. 

In those same remarks I said : 
Either the officer must have the right and the moral support in the 

use of force if necessary in order to capture these men, or there will be 
no way in which a man can be apprehended that is fleeing in an auto
mobile, be he guilty of bootlegging, bank robbery, murder, or any other 
crime. 

There is the situation. This e-vening officers will be on duty and 
before another 10 days have passed tliey will meet the same situation. 

Within eight days my prophecy bas come true. Rum runners 
have been pursued and have escaped. The men who .robbed the 
bank on the-south side of Washington have been pursued and 
have escaped. The men who committed the murder on ·the Balti
more road have been pursued and have escaped, and six or 
eight men guilty of other crimes have laid down a smoke screen 
and have escaped. . 

This condition will not long continue, because the citizens of 
Washington are coming to the support of their police depart
ment. 
· Last week many business and civic organizations pledged 
their active support to the police in stamping out the use of 
smoke screens. 

Saturday the grand jury in a special report on the smoke
screen situation urged citizens to support the police. 

On Saturday and Sunday editorials in the daily papers of 
Washington called upon the citizens to support the police in 
maintaining law and order. 

On Sunday afternoon citizens of Washington assembled in a 
city-wide mass meeting at the National Baptist Church pledged 
their support to the police department. 

Again quoting from my remarks of April 26 I say: 

I believe it is time when we, as Members of Congress, and the citizens 
of this country should come to the support of officers attempting to do 
their duty. 

ADDRESS OF HON. OH.A.RLES L. ABERNETHY, OF NORTH CAROLINA 
Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 

·my remarks in the RECORD by printing therein an address deliv
, ered by Hon. CHARLES L. ABERNETHY, of North Carolina, over 
the radio from Washington on Saturday night, May 4, on the 
necessity for reducing Federal taxes on the tobacco industry, 
thereby affording farm relief. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my remarks 

in the RECORD I include an address delivered by Hon. CHARLES 
: L. ABERNETHY, of North Carolina, over the radio from Wash
ington on Saturday night, May 4, on the necessity for reduced 
Federal taxes on the tobacco industry, thereby affording farm 
relief. 

The address is as follows : 
FEDERAL TAXES O!'i THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY 

One is expected to speak at this time on the anticipated relief for 
the farmer. The House of Representatives is now marking time, after 
having passed the only farm r elief measure which Mr. Hoover and 
the majority party permitted us to pass. Let us devoutly pray that 
it will give some measure of help to the agricultural interests ot the 
country. If the farm bill passes the Senate in the form Mr. Hoover 
will approve, and he approves it, the majority party will then pass 
legislation for the relief of the manufacturing interests of the country. 
Whether this relief for the manufacturing interests will neutralize 
what benefits are given to the farmer remains to be seen. I do not 
desire to prophecy any ill effects to the farmer as the result of this 
special session but am hoping that good may come because of our 
being called here at this time. 

However, to-night I am going to talk briefly about a matter that 
seriously affects the tobacco farmers of the Nation, and more particu
larly those of my own State of North Carolina. 

North Carolina bas been proudly boasting recently about being the 
second largest Federal tax payer in the country, but a cold, unbiased 
analysis of the situation shows that our Federal Government is unjustly 
and unfairly wringing out of the tobacco industry of North Carolina 
enormous taxes all out of proportion to other sections of the country, and 
this burden largely falls upon the tobacco farmers of North Carolina. 

It will be of interest to note that 12 States of the union pay more 
than 80 per cent of the internal revenue of the Government. These 
States, in order of their payment, are as follows: (1) New York, 
(2) North Carolina, (3) Pennsylvania, ( 4) Dlinois, (5) Michigan, 
(6) Ohio, (7) California, (8) New Jersey, (9) Massachusetts, (10) 
Virginia, (11) Missouri, (12) Kentucky. 

The following table will be of interest, as it shows the population, 
wealth, and wealth of manufactured products in these 12 States: 

1. New York ___________________ _ 
2. North Carolina _________________ _ 
3. Pennsylvania ___________________ _ 
4. lllinois _________________ ----------
5. Michigan _____________________ _ 
6. Ohio ____________________________ _ 
7. California ______________ ------- __ _ 
8. New Jersey ___ __________________ _ 
9. Massachusetts __________________ _ 

10. Virginia ____ --------------- ____ _ 11. MissourL ______________________ _ 
12. Kentucky _______________________ _ 

1928, popu
lation 1927; wealth 

11, 550, 000 ~ 445, 000, 000 
2, 938, 000 4, 883, 000, 000 
9, 854,000 30,341,000,000 
7, 396, 000 23, 048, 000, 000 
4, 591, 000 12, 130, 000, 000 
6, 826,000 19,603, 000, 000 
4, 5.56, 000 15, 806, 000, 000 
3, 821, 000 12, 480, 000, 000 
4, 290, 000 13, 769, 000, 000 
2, 575, ()()() 5, 189,000, ()()() 
3, 523, 000 10, <IDZ, 000, 000 
2, 553,000 3, 740,000, 000 

1927, wealtb of 
manufactured 

products 

$14, 002, 956, 012 
I, 748, 473, 988 
9, 703, 065, 134 
7, 850, 914, 363 
6, 143, 203, 868 
7, 583, 520, 291 
3, 681, 839, 395 
4, 878, 303, 399 
4, 956, 891, 365 

996, 527, 847 
2, 325,637, 553 

644, 896, 965 

This table shows that North Carolina is the second largest Federal 
taxpayer in the country, while it is the eleventh Stnte in wealth of the 
12 States considered in said table, und the tenth in wealth of manu
factured products of said States, and the ninth in population of said 
States. 

The entry of the United States in the World War necessitated the 
raising of large sums of money. Congress greatly increased the taxes 
which were then in existence and imposed many new taxes. The in
ternal revenue collections reached a peak of $5,407,580,251.81 for the 
fiscal year 1920. The Congress, by the revenue acts of 1921, 1924, 
1926, and 1928, successively reduced the internal-revenue taxes and has 
practically eliminated all of the wartime taxes. Among the taxes which 
have been eliminated are the sales, nuisance or luxury ta."'t, including 
the taxes on transportation, telephone, telegraph, automobile and parts, 
and miscellaneous occupational taxes. The tax on admissions and 
dues with increased exemptions, and the tax on pistols and revolvers 
of all sales taxes remain in force. A number of the documentat·y 
stamp taxes have been eliminated or modified. Except the taxes on 
cigars, which were practically cut i.n half by the revenue act of 1926, 
the increases in the rates of tax on other tobacco products, namely, 
chewing and smoking tobacco, snuff, and cigarettes, on account of the 
World War, are still being collected. 

The total tobacco tax collections for the United States for the fiscal 
year 1920 amounted to $295,809,355.44, of which $108,457,156.85, or 
36.66 per cent, was collected in the State of North Carolina. During the 
fiscal year 1928 the tobacco tax collections for the United States had 
increased to $396,450,041.03, of which $204,473,50i.55, or 51.58 per cent, 
of the total collections was received fl'om the State of North Carolina. 
The latest collection figures which cover the first nine months of the 
fiscal year 1929 show total tobacco tax collections for the United States 
of $315,936,361.13, of which North Carolina contributed $169,606,890.86. 
or 53.68 per cent. 

The principal portion of the taxes collected in North Carolina is 
from the tax on cigarettes; the tax from this source derived from 
North Carolina amounts to $182,052,936 during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1928. 

North Carolina produced during the calendar year 1927, according 
to the estimates of the Department of Agriculture, 485,300,000 pounds 
of tobacco, or approximately 40 per cent of the total United States 
production, which .amounted to 1,211,301,000 pounds. The total leaf
tobacco exports from the United States during the same pe_riod 
amounted to 506,251,767 pounds, of which amount 302,372,000 pounds 
comprised the type of tobacco grown in North Carolina, also South 
Carolina, Georgia, and a portion of Virginia. The records of the 
Internal Revenue Bureau indicate that 263,317,163 pounds of leaf to
bacco was used in the manufacture of tobacco products in the State of 
North Carolina, representing 36.49 per cent of tlle total leaf tobacco 
used in manufacturing tobacco products in the United States during 
the c.alendar year 1927. While tobacco grown in the States other than 
North Carolina was undoubtedly used in manufacturing tobacco prod
ucts in that State; a large part of the North Carolina tobacco farmer's 
production was used in manufactures on which tax was collected in 
North Carolina. 

The collection of tax on chewing and smoking tobacco have decreased 
since the peak collection of $74,663,767.60 during the year 1920, the 
decrease being marked during the last three years. North Carolina 
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manufactured 122,065,385 pounds of chewing . and smoking tobacco 
during the year 1927, or 30.79 per cent of 396,323,980 pounds pro
duced in the United States that year. The tax of 18 cents per pound 

-on totracco and snuff has been collected since February 26, 1919. 
The tax on small cigarettes weighing not more than 3 pounds per 

thousand is $3 per thousand, which has also been collected since Feb
ruary 26, 1919. Since there are approximately 2lh pounds of tobacco 
in each 1,000 cigarettes of the popular brands, the tax approximates 
$1.20 per pound of the tobacco contained therein. The tax on a pack
age of 20 cigarettes amounts to 6 cents. This tax represents 40 per cent 
of the regular retail price of that size package of any one of the 
popular brands. If, however, the cut price of two for a quarter, or 
even lower when purchased in carton lots, is considered, the tax 
amounts to 100 per cent or more of the cost of the product. There is 

no other article taxed under the internal revenue ·laws of the United 
States upon which the proportion of the tax to selling price is as great 
as in the c.ase of small cigarettes. 

Table 6 of the annual report of the Commissioner of Internal Reve
nue for 1928 shows internal-revenue collections for the fiscal year 
1928 by States, also the population of each State, each State's per
centage of the total population, and each State's percentage of the 
total collections, as well as the per capita tax of each State. Similar 
data will be found in Table 5 in the two preceding annual reports of the 
commissioner. Only one State has a higher per capita Federal tax than 
North Carolina, and that is Delaware--Delaware, $86.14; North Caro
lina, $76.69; New York, $65.21. 

The following table compiled from the reports of the Treasury 
Department is interesting, illuminating, and instructive : 

Statement of iflternal-reven.ue collectiom from all sou.rces for the Unit'-d States and for North Carolina and collections from tax on tobacco for the United States and for North Caroli11a 
fiscatvears 1920 to 1928, inclusive, and for the first 11ine months of the jiscalvtar 19£9 

Total collections (all sources) Tobacco collections 

Year 
· United States North Carolina Per cent United States North Carolina Per cent 

1920.-------------------------------------------------------- $5,407,580,251.81 $162, 665,947.23 3. 01 $295,809,355. 44 $108,457, 156. 85 36.66 
1921_-- ------------------------------------------------------ 4, 595,357,061.95 124,890,499.08 2. 72 255, 219,385.49 79,573,088. 76 31. 18 1922 ___ ,_____________________________________________________ 3, 197,451,083. ()() 122,413,329.34 3. 83 270,759,384.44 93, 189,086.02 34.42 
1923_- ------------------------------------------------------- 2, 621,745, 227.57 140,347,366. 18 5. 35 309,015,492. 98 ll8, 370,325.84 38.31 
1924_________________________________________________________ 2, 796,179,257.06 157,973,393.95 5. 65 325,638,931.14 136,892,474. 98 42.04 
1925_________________________________________________________ 2,584, 140,268.24 166,962,875.16 6. 46 345,247,210.96 147,221,887.03 42.64 
1926_-- ------------------------------------------------------ 2, !!35, 999,892. 19 192, 403, 633.34 6. 78 . 370,666,438. 87 172,503, 186. 60 46. 54 
1927- -----------------------------------------------·--------- 2, 865,683, 129.91 205,651,675.46 7. 18 376, 170,205.04 185,941,504.24 49.43 
1928.-------------------------------------------------------- 2, 790,535, 537. 68 . 225, 315,303.53 8. 07 396,450,041.03 204,473, 504. 55 51.58 
1929 (9 months)---------------------------------------------- 2, 137,178,647.15 184,976,543.28 8. 66 315,936,361.13 169,606,890.86 53.68 

l---------------!·---------------r ------·!---------------1---------------!--------
TotaL________________________________________________ 31,829,850,356. 56 1, 683,600,566. 53 5. 29 3, 260,912,806. 52 1, 416; 229, 105.73 43.43 

The above table discloses the fact that since the World War North 
Carolir::a bas paid to the Federal Government from all sources the 
staggering and stupendous sum of $1,683,600,566.53 ; and from the 
tobacco collections alone from the State, $1,416,229,105.73. In this 
compilation only nine months of the year 1929 is computed. The 
amount paid the Federal Government from tobacco collections alone by 
North Carolina since the World War amounts to more than one-fourth 
of the total wealth of the State. North Carolina pays more tobacco 
taxes than the other 47 States and Territories combined. 

In all fairness and justice, how can the Congress and our . Govern
ment justify such a system of taxation on one industry and one com
modity alone? 

The::.-e should be some relief to our tobacco farmers and others in
terested in the industry, not only for North Carolina but for every State 
interested. 

It shall be my constant aim and purpose to get some relief from 
the Congress from this most inequitable and unjust burden. This is 
just the beginning of the fight and I call on .the friends of the tobacco 
farmers and the tobacco industry to aid me in this movement. 

There is no logical reason why the tobacco tax should not be re
duced. Our farmers in North Carolina are overburdened with high taxes 
on their lands, and to add to this the enormous drain annually a tax 
against the production of the tobacco from their soil is more than they 
can bear. 

Why should it not be appropriate to transfer some of this tax from 
the Federal Government so to relieve the State governments of the 
burden they are now bearing'/ We permitted in the Federal revenue 
act of 1926 (which is still the law) for estates, inheritance, legacy, or 
succession taxes actually paid to any State or Tei·ritory or the District 
of Columbia to be credited not to exceed 80 per cent of the Federal 
tax imposed. In the Federal revenue act of 1924 it was 25 per cent. 
Why would not this be a good thing for the various States for all Fed
eral taxes paid, to be allowed such deductions as were paid the States? 
This could be used to relieve land taxes in the various States for the 
great benefit of the producers from the soil. 

Just the form the relief shall take it is not yet determined, but the 
war is now on for the relief from this unjust taxation, and it is my 
expectation to introduce an appropriate bill and to work earnestly for 
its passage. 

EDUCATION 

1\Ir. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the REcORD by printing an ad
dress that I delivered myself over the radio on the subject of 
education. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. . 
1\fr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, under the leave 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I include an address I 
delivered over the radio on the subject of education. 

The address is ·as follows: 
Ladies and gentlemen of the radio audience, education is not only 

the foundation of all civilization but in a broad sense of the term it is 

essential to the existence and survival of all forms of life, whether 
it be plant or animal. We call the growth and flowering of plant life 
a "phenomena of nature." This is true, but Burbank ·who loved plant 
life and performed many marvelous things with it, tells us as a scientific 
fact, not as a poetic expression, that plants have intelligence; that they 
know their needs and how to supply them in their natural states, and 
that they express their kind of intelligence and aptitude in their imme
diate response to training and cultivation. The habits and reactions of 
animals to their environment we call instinct. Instinct is defined in 
our dictionaries as that "which incites animals (including man) to 
actions that ar~ essential to their existence and development." In
stinct is further defined as "animal sagacity." Of course, we all know 
of the remarkable traits of animals and the almost human intelligence 
of those which we have domesticated or have given special training. 

In directing our remarks to the development of mankind we learn that 
we have experienced three general stages or periods. They are gen
erally spoken of as savagery, barbarism, and civilization. In the period 
o{ savagery we see the beginnings of culture, found in their personal 
adornment, their implements of war, and their images and modes of 
religious worship. Government in the several stages of savagery is 
lodged in the tribal chief. In the stages of barbarism evidences of 
culture become more pronounced and diversified. Religion partakes of 
the higher concepts of the Deity. The functions of government are 
expanded by the participation of religious leaders and those who have 
distinguished themselves in military service. The importance of educa
tion is recognized to some extent in this period, but its benefits are con
fined to the leaders and members of religious bodies. With the rise of 
civilization culture becomes still more refined and diversified, society 
more complex and more highly organized, governmental authority more 
widely delegated, parliaments come into being, and republics and democ
racies are established. The great civilizations that have flourished have 
produced cultures, religions, and governments peculiar to their physical 
environments and the temperament of their peoples, supplemented by 
their use of the previous experiences and attainments of the races. The 
heights to which all civilizations have attained has been in proportion 
to the value which they have placed upop education and to the extent 
that they have allowed it to be enjoyed by the mass. When civiliza
tions failed in this respect they failed altogether and went out of exist
ence. The higher mankind ascends in the scales of civilization the 
greater is its dependence upon the universality and diversity of educa
tion. A well-known autbor has recently stated that European and 
American civilizations have reached a point where their survival is a 
race between education and catastrophe. In other words, the ways and 
means by which we make our living, by which we carry on the affairs 
of society in general, have become so complex and so diversified, that 
the best minds are taxed to the utmost to keep the great machinery of 
what we call civilization in forward motion. 

President Hoover said in his inaugural address : 
"The more complex the problems of the Nation become, the greater 

is the need for more and more advanced instruction. Moreover, as our 
numbers increase and as our life expands with science and invention, 
we must discover more and more leaders for every walk of life. We 
can not hope to succeed in directing this increasingly complex civiliza-
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tion unless we draw all the talent of leadership from the whole people. 
One civilization after another has been wrecked upon the attempt to 
secure sufficient leadership from a single group or class. If we would 
prevent the growth of class distinctions and would constantly refresh 

· our leadership with the ideals of the people, we must draw constantly 
from the general mass. The fullest opportunity for every boy and girl 
to rise through selecti've processes of education can alone secure to us 
this leadership." 

This brings me to a brief statement in behalf o:f a department of edu
cation with a secretary in the President's Cabinet. In considering this 
subject several outstanding facts occur to u.s. First, the value and 
importance of education. Second, the facilities to meet the demand for 
the advancement of education in the several States. Third, the position 
which the Federal Government should take with respect to education. 
We have already dwelt upon the value and importance of education, and 
I believe we all agree that it is the basic factor in the civilization which 

' we have created and that education increases in importance in the 
ascending scale of civilization. 

With respect to the facilities for the greatest possible advancement 
of education in the several States we find that public-school educators, 
many of the great industrialists, agriculturists, business men generally, 
our labor leaders, and those inter'ested in the welfare work are de· 
manding better schools in all branches of learning from the kinder-

; garten to the so-called finishing schools, even to the creation and en-

1 

largement of adult schools. The greatest demand of the public-school 
educators is for the latest facts in pedagogy, school administration, 
fiscal systems or methods of taxation, and handling the physical prop

I erty of our school systems. We are unable to obtain these facts con
i cerning these problems except by setting up great research organizations 
1 tn the several States and cities, which would increase the already great 
1 overhead in our public-school systems. The demand for these facts is 
the great and growing urge back of the creation of a department of 
education with a secretary in the President's Cabinet. Our public
school leaders are our great specialists in their respective branches, and 
from the hearings held on the various educational bills here in Wash
ington it is their opinion that the only hope of obtaining the required 
facts is to create an adequate and efficient general clearing agency in 
the form of a department o:f education. 

We need not discuss the academic phases of the question with respect 
to the position which the Federal Government should take on the 
principle of aid anti encouragement of education. We can be safely 
guided by the position which the founders of our Republic took in their 
period and the support of the principle which our greatest statesmen,· 
publicists, and educators have since tak:m. Time precludes my naming 
but a few of these great, illustrious, outstanding leaders. The first five 
Presidents strongly advanced and nrged the principle o:f Federal aid 
and encouragement of education even to the establishment o:f academies 
and the gift o:f the public domain to support them. The latter was 
given to the various State school systems, and in · some instances the 
public domain was actually sold and the proceeds donated to the syst~ms 
within the States. In the light of the objection that State rights 
would be violated by enlarging our present Federal facilities from a 
bureau to that of a department, it is instructive to note that Washing
ton, the chairman of the Constitutional Convention; Madison, a great 
Federalist and father of the Constitution; Jefferson, the great anti
Federalist and eXpounder of State rights; Adams, the great publicist, 
lawyer, and statesman; Monroe, who wrote a great syllabus on the 
Constitution-all :favored the principle of Federal aid and encourage
ment of education. 

These great men knew that the kind o:f government they established 
must be founded upon universal education if it were to survive. They 
knew that such a government was largely an experiment in the history 
of mankind ; that their act was decried, derided, ridiculed, criticized, 
and doomed to failure by contemporaneous European rulers and their 
satellites. "E pluribus unum "-out of many, one--was the motto of 
the founders of our Republic. "Liberty and union, now and forever," 
rang the voice of Webster half a century later. The interpretation of 
that motto has been echoed by every great patriotic soul to this day. 
Upon what is Webster's interpretation of our motto, "E pluribus unum " 
based if it is not founded ·upon the -Wnciple of universal education? 
What other hope is there for our institutions and our civilization? 
Which of the dual parts of our Government has the greater responsi
bility, the Federal Government or those o:f the several States? Are 
they not mutually responsible? If we are not to make a hollow mockery 
and drift under our increasing complexity of activity away from democ
racy and republican form of government, is it not the duty of our 
National Government to enlarge the present facilities for the aid and 
encouragement of education by creating a department of education with 
a secretary in the President's Cabinet? 

In a recent address before the George Washington University alumni 
Dr. William J. Cooper, United States Commissioner of Education, made 
the following significant statement : 

"If we take the attitude that democracy is boltnd to fail, we should 
at once adopt a system of education such as went into eff'ect in Prussia 
before the World War, in which 8 per cent of the people were trained 
for leadership and the remaining 92 per cent were trained ~o be fol-

lowers!' He declared, " If we adopt a more optimistic attitude toward 
the future, we must continue to raise the educational level of our 
people." 

By what means can the "educational level of our people" be univer
sally raised except by recognizing the duty of the Federal Government to 
further extend its educational facilities by the creation of a department 
of education? Such a department is the only agency equal to the task. 

Speaking to a body of .Americans recently, a member of the Canadian 
Parliament said: 

"Your nation has not only become the colossus of the Western 
Hemisphere, but you are now probably the most potent single political 
power of the world." 

This eloquent tribute to the majesty and leadership of Uncle Sam is 
undoubtedly correct; but let us solemnly adjure ourselves that this 
extraordinary position of leadership can only continue so long as the 
American people appreciate the advantage and importance of universal 
education-and I mean by that the education of the masses. 

ENROLLED lllLL SIGNED 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on En~ 
rolled Bills, reported that that committee has examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the Speaker : 

H. R. 2158. An act making an appropriation for defraying the 
expenses of the United States Marine Band in attending the 
Confederate veterans' reunion to be held at Charlotte, N. C., 
June 4 to June 7, inclusive, 1929, ' 

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

M:r. LANKFORD of Georgia. M.r. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that on to-morrow, at the completion of the address of 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], I may be per
mitted to address the House for 45 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unanimous 
consent that t~morrow, at the completion of the address of the 
gentleman from Mississippi, he may be permitted to address the 
House for 45 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN J. CASEY, OF PENNSYLVANIA. 

Mr. KIESS. Mr. Speaker, it is my sad duty to announce to 
the House the death of our colleague Hon. JoHN J . CASEY of 
the twelfth Pennsylvania district, who passed away yesterday. 

At this time I offer a resolution, which I send to the Clerk's 
desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
House Resolution 40 

Resolved, That the Honse has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Ron. JOHN J. CASEY, a Representative from the State or 
Pennsylvania. 

'Resolved, That a committee of 35 Members of the House, with such 
Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 
funeral. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized 
and directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrying out 
the provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in 
connection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate the e resolutions to the Senate 
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect, this House do now 
adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso
lution. 

The resolution was unanimously agreed to. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Thereupon (at 12 o'clock and 24 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned until t~mQrrow, Tuesday, May 7, 1929, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 

taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows : 
10. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting report 

from the Chief of Engineers on preliminary examination of Lake 
Worth Inlet. Fla.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

11. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting report 
from the Chief of Engineers on preliminary examination and 
survey of Houston Ship Channel, Tex. (H. Doc. No. 13) ; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, 
with illustrations. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions : 

were int!:oduced !!lld seyerally re~ep~ed as follows : 
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By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 2562) granting pensions 

and increase of pensions to certain soldiers, sailors, and nurses 
of the war with Spain, the Philippine insurrection, or the China 
relief expedition, and for other purposes ; to the C<>mmittee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CORNING: A bill (H. R. 2563) granting the consent 
of Congress to the superintendent of public works of the State 
of New York to construct, maintain, and operate- a free high
way bridge across the Hudson River between the cities of 
Albany and Rensselaer, N. Y.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill {H. R. 2564) to pro
vide for maintaining, promoting, and advertising the Interna
tional Trade Exhibition; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. PI'.M.'ENGER: A bill (H. R. 2565) providing for pay
ment of $100 to each enrolled member of the Chippewa Tribe of 
Minnesota from the funds standing to their credit in the Treas
ury of the United States; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SHOTT: A bill (H. R. 2566) to amend section 19 of 
the act entitled "An act for the retirement of public-school 
teachers in the District of Columbia," approved January 15, 
1920 ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 2567) relating to examinations of appli
cants for positions in the apportioned service of the Government 
at Washington; to the C<>mmittee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. TARVER: A bill (H. R. 2568) to create a national 
memorial military park at and in the vicinity of Kennesaw 
Mountain in the State of Georgia, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2569) to subject shipments of pistols 
in interstate commerce to the police powers of the several States 
and Territories upon arrival therein ; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By· Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 2570) to aid in the 
reduction of taxes on farm lands and to promote elementary 
education in rural areas of the United States, and to cooperate 
with the States in the promotion of these objectives; to the 
Committee on Education. 

By Mr. HUDSON: A bill (H. R. 2571) to remit the duty on a 
set of bells and clocks which were imported for the Michigan 
State College of Agriculture and Applied Science, East Lansing, 
Mich.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 2572) to amend section 
23 of the revenue act of 1928 and all acts amendatory thereof; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 2573) to amend section 234 of title 39 
of the Code of Laws of the United States (act of August 24, 
1912, ch. 389, sec. 2, 37 Stat. 554, and all acts amendatory 
thereof) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2574) to amend the act of March 3, 1879 
( ch. 180, sec. 14, 20 Stat. 359), being section 225 of title 39 of 
the Code of Laws of the United States, and all acts amendatory 
thereof; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROWBOTTOM: A bill (H. R. 2575) for the relief 
of disabled soldiers, sailors, or marines who were not inducted 
or enlisted in the Army of the United States, but who received 
training in preparation for being inducted into the United States 
Army, Navy, or Marine Corps; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A resolution (H. Res. 41) 
to pay out of the contingent fund of the House to Thea Johanna 
Nelson, mother of Robert M. Nelson, deceased, late clerk to 
Hon. JoHN 1\1. NELSON, an amount equal to six months' salary; 
to the Committee on Accounts. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and 

referred as follows : 
Memorial of the State Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, 

memorializing Congress of the United States to enact legislation 
to continue the Federal appropriations for maternity and in
fancy welfare; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GARNER: Memorial of the State Legislature of the 
State of Texas, urging Congress that they incorporate a provi
sion in the farm relief bill forbidding the participation in said 
funds of any and all cooperatives which have received funds 
for organization or are supported by the cotton exchange, and 
that no member who is a member of the cotton exchange or 
been a member of same or has ever worked for or received pay 
from such exchange shall become a member of the board to 
direct the work of the farm relief bill; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By l\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin: Memorial of the State Legis
lature of the State of Wisconsin, urging Congress of the United 

States to enact legislation to give aid toward reforestation by 
States and counties ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the ~tate Legislature of the State of Wis
consin, urging Congress of the United States to enact legisla
tion to continue the Federal appropriations for maternity and 
child welfare; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Texas : Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Texas, memorializing Congress to incorporate a pro
vision in the farm relief bill forbidding the participation in the 
$500,000,000 fund provided in said bill of any and all coopera
tives which have received funds for organization or are sup
ported by the cotton exchange or has been a member of same or 
has ever worked for or received pay from such exchange, and 
providing that any person connected with the cotton exchange 
in said manner shall not become a member of said board created 
by said act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By l\1r. GARNER: Memorial of the State Legislature of the 
State of Texas, urging Representatives in Congress to support 
such measure as will give an adequate marketing system for our 
crops and such measures as will permit the manufacture of 
nitrogen at the Muscle Shoals plant, thereby making it possible 
for farmers to receive cheaper fertilizer ; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Texas: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Texas, urging the Representatives in Congress to 
support such measure as will give an adequate marketing system 
for our crops and such measures as will permit the manufacture 
of nitrogen at the Muscle Shoals plant, thereby making it pos
sible for farmers to receive cheaper fertilizer; to the ColJlmittee 
on Military Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By l\1r. ALDRICH: A bill (H. R. 2576) granting a pension to 

Henry Aiken ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BAIRD: A bill (H. R. 2577) granting a pension to 

Jessie Hoyt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R. 2578) granting an increase of 

pension to Etta Jane Hannan; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By 1\lr. BOWMAN: A bill (H. R. 2579) granting a pension to 
Emilia Gulentz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CLAGUE: A bill ·(H. R. 2580) granting a pension to 
Emma Burns ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 2581) granting 
an increase of pension to Kate Hale Griffith ; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COYLE: A bill (H. R. 2582) to reimburse the school 
district of the city of Bethlehem, Pa., for sums advanced on 
project of the United States Housing Corporation; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. FREEMAN: A bill (H. R. 2583) for the relief of 
Lieut. Robert L. McLellan, Civil Engineer Corps, United States 
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. HALSEY: A bill (H. R. 2584) for the relief of 
Thomas F. Sutton; to the Committee on :Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 2585) granting an increase of 
pension to Nettie Moore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2586) granting an incr-ease of pension to 
Isabelle Woodworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2587) for the relief of James P. Sloan; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2588) for the relief of George G. Waldrop ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2589) for the relief of Josiah J. Hostetler; 
to the Committee o·n Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2590) for the relief of Samuel Kelly; to 
the Committee on l'r1ilitary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2591) for the relief of Clyd~ Calvin Rhoden
baugh; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2-592) granting a pension to Beata E. 
Shafer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2593) granting a· pension to Susan A. Snow
berger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2594) granting a pension to Drusilla Stone; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2595) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Hill ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2596) granting an increase of pension to 
George C. Keller ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2597) granting an increase of pension to 
Georgia Harsh ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2598) granting an increase of pension to 
Catharine O'Grady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 2599) granting an increase of pension to 

Elizabeth Seaburg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2600) granting an increase of pension to 

Martha E. Seitz ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 2601) granting an increase of pension to 

Mary A. White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. IRWIN: A bill (H. R. 2602) for the relief of Joseph 

M. Black; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. LANHAM: A bill (H. R. 2603) granting a pension to 

Cathinka Venth; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2604) for the relief of Don A. Spencer; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. McFADDEN: A bill (H. R. 2605) granting a pension 

:Margaret C. Boyle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2606) to correct the military record of 

Edward M. Pierce ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. MICHAELSON: A bill (H. R. 2607) granting a pen

sion to Alice E. Deitrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2608) granting a pension to Martin A. 

McGuire; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2609) granting an increase of pension to 

James H. Smith; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2610) for the relief of William S. Platka; 

to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2611) for the relief of Morris Skolnik; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2612) for the relief of John C. Carlson; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2613) for the relief of Frederick Schroeder; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2614) for the relief of D. Brown; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2615) for the relief of G. W. Halleman; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2616) for the relief of E. A. Bergstrom; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. MILLIGAN: A bill (H. R. 2617) granting a pension 

to Malissa A. Pitts; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2618) granting an increase of pension to 

Belle Sparks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2619) granting a pension to Martha E. 

Goodwin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2620) gTanting a pension to Rebecca A. 

Swofford ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (:fl. R. 2621) granting a pension to Martin A. 

Hicks ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2622) granting a pension to Elizabeth Mc

Comas ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2623) for the relief of Sidney F. Foree; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 2624) granting a pension to Martha E. 

Lancaster; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 2625) for 

the relief of Adriam M. Finney and others ; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2626) for the relief of George Joseph 
Boydell; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2627) for the relief of Clayton 1\f. Thomas ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2628) authorizing. an appropriation for 
the relief of I. L. Lyons & Co. ; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2629) for the relief of Alice Sarrazin ; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2630) for the relief of Mrs. G. A. Brennan; 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 2631) granting a pension to 
J"ames K. P. Driskill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2632) granting a pension to Manila Phil
lips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2633) granting an increase of pension to 
Ellen Heckman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R. 2634) granting an in
crease of pension to Rhoda E. Harned; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROWBO'ITOM: A bill (H. R. 2635) granting an 
increase of pension to Bettie R. Ruston; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2636) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Burns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2637) granting an increase of pension to 
Ollie Norris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2638) granting an increase of pension to 
Maggie J. Brayfield; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2639) granting an increase of pension to 
Matilda C. Cole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2640) granting an increase of pension to 
Nancy C. Reed ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2641) granting an increase of pension to 
Josephine Wise; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2642) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah C. Welch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2643) granting a pension to Martha Ben
nett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 2644) for the relief of Louis Bender; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2645) for the relief of Homer Elmer Cox; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2646) for the relief of Alfred Harris; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2647) authorizing the payment of compen
sation to Laura Roush for the death of her hu ·band William C. 
Roush; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHORT of Missouri: A bill (II. R. 2648) granting an 
increase of pension to Anna Neff; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2649) granting an increase of pension to 
Amanda E. Melton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 2650) granting 
a pension to Caroline Olive High ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (II. R. 2651) granting an increase 
of pension to Louisa E. Ludwig; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STOBBS: A bill (H. R. 2652) granting an increase of 
pension to Irene P. Mentzer; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2653) granting an increase of pension to 
Charlotte Underwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2654) granting an increase of pension to 
Carrie Estabrook ; to tbe Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2655) granting an increase of pension to 
Ella A. Claypoole ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2656) granting an increase of pension to 
Maria G. Kelley ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2657) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary F. Bancroft; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2658) granting an increase of pension to 
Laura Buxton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2659) placing Cadet Adrian Van Leeuwen 
on the retired list of the Army; to the Committee on 1\lilitary 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 2660) granting a pension to 
Matilda Ferlin ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2661) granting a pension to Leslie Dwight 
Bridges ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. TARVER : A bill (H. R. 2662) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Wyatt; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2663) to conect the military record of 
Luther Holloway; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2664) for the relief of the estate of Am
brose R. Tracy and his children; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey: A bill {H. R. 2665) 
granting an increase of pension to Annie Duncan; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 2666) granting an increase 
of pension to Leah Lowrie ; to 1;he Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

PETITIONS, ETO. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows : 
319. Petition of the American Legion, Department of illinois, 

m·ging the President of the United States and the special ses
sion of Congress now sitting at Washington, D. C., and the 
members of the Veterans' Committee of that .Congress be urged 
to take immediate and favorable action in appropriating suffi· 
cient funds to provide ample hospital facilities, medical care, 
and treatment for incapacitated ex-service men and women ; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

320. Petition of the Asphalt Pavers Local Union, No. 84, of 
San Francisco, Calif., urging Congress of the United States for 
a reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned in
comes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

321. Petition of the Bakery Wagon Drivers and Salesmen 
Local Union, No. 484, of San Francisco, Calif., urging Congress 
of the United States for a reduction of 50 per cent in the Fed
eral tax on earned incomes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

322. Petition of the Lafayette Club of San Francisco, Calif., 
urging Congress of the United States for a reduction of 50 per 
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cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; to the Committee on 
'Vays and Means. 

323. Petition of the Chauffeurs Union, Local No. 265, of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging Congress of the United States for a 
reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

324. Memorial of Local No. 460, 0. P. and C. F. I. A., of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging Congress of the United States for a 
reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes ; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

325. Petition of the California State Federation of Butchers, 
urging Congress of the United States for a reduction of 50 per 
cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

326. By Mr. BAIRD: Memorial of William Erf, jr., secretary 
of the North Central Ohio Guernsey Association, urging support 
of House bill 6, providing for an adequate tariff on .oils and 
fats; to the Committee on Agrlcultur:e. 

327. Also, memorial of John H. Pinniger and other farmers of 
Lake Township, Wood County, Ohio, favoring higher duties on 
farm products imported from abroad in competition with Amer
ican produce; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

328. By Mr. BOHN: Petition of Michigan State Senate, au
thorizing Republicans of Michigan to join in the celebration of 
the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Republican Party, July 6, 
1929, at Jackson, Mich.; to the Committee on Rules. 

329. By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of officers of the 
Anti-National Origins Clause League of Detroit, Mich., urging 
the repeal of the national-origins provisions of the immigration 
act of 1924; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

330. By Mr. COYLE : Memorial of Pride of East Mauch 
Chunk Connell, No. 162, Sons and Daughters of Liberty, East 
Mauch Chunk, Pa., urging the enforcement of the national
origins provision of the 1924 immigration law, and opposing any 
repeal or further postponement of this provision ; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Natural~tion. 

331. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
Consolidated Fisheries Co., New York City, with reference to 
the tariff on oils and fats; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

332. Also, petition of Hans Rees' Sons, New York City, with 
reference to free hides and dutiable leather; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

333. Also, petition of H. D. Bob Co. (Inc.), New York City, 
favoring a readjustment in the tariff to 'Provide that importers 
of shirts shall pay no less than 35 per cent ad valorem, or 15 
per cent in addition to rate of duty on chief component material, 
which would apply when the material carries a duty in excess 
of 2.0 per cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

334. B:y Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY: Petition of 148 fruit grow
ers of Calhoun County, Ill., favoring a tariff on bananas; to · 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, 1.ll ay 7, 19149 

The Rev. Joseph R. Sizoo, D. D., minister of the New York 
Avenue Presbyterian Church of the city of Washington, offered 
the following prayer : 

Lord, Thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations. 
Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever Thou didst 
fonn the earth and the world, ever from everlasting to ever
lasting Thou art God. We thank Thee for Thy gifts. They 
are as varied as our needs and as manifold as our desires. 
Our hearts cry for love, and Thou givest us friendship. Our 
minds crave light, and Thou dost reveal unto us truth. Our 
eyes long for beauty, and Thou dost unfold unto them this 
beautiful world. Make us grateful for all Thy gifts. Give u.s 
to believe to-day that life has no need for which strength will 
not be given and that earth has no sorrow that Heaven can 
not heal. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 
proceediUo<YS, when, on request of Mr. JoNES and by unanimous 
consent. the further reading was dispensed with and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A. message from the House of Representatives by Mr. ·Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, communicated to the Senate the intelligence 
of the death of E:on. JoHN J. CASEY, late a Representative 
from the State of Pennsylvania, and transmitted the resolutions 
of the House thereon. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: · 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Go1.dsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes 'Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dm Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety Senators 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

having answered 

The VICEl PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram 
from the Webster Literary Society of the S.outheast Missouri 
Teachers College, Cape Girardeau, Mo., favoring the inclusion 
of the debenture provision in the pending farm relief bill, which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also lo.id before the Senate resolutions of the California 
State Federation of Butchers, and Local Union No. 460, 0. P. 
and C. F. I . A., in the State of California, favoring a reduction 
of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes, which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I have a brief statement 
from a real farmer who has had 50 years of experience. I think 
it well to give due publicity to expressions from people who 
know what the.v are talking about. The letter is from Mr. 
E . Rodgers, of Habe Sound, Fla. I ask to have it printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

HABE S0Ul'I'D, FLA., May !, 19Z9. 
Ron. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

Senate Build-ing, WtUhington, D. a. 
DEAR Sm: I have been reading of late a great deal about farm relief 

and I have studied the situation from every angle, a-nd from every stand
point I have studied the McNary-Haugen farm relief bill. Also all of 
the amendments offered to same, and I have come to the conclusion that 
I can not see any relief for the agricultural situation in anything that 
has so far been suggested, because they have not touched on what I 
believe to be the greatest troubles now confronting the farmers, and 
that is, first, too many midcllemen between the producer and the con
sumer; second, the exorbitant express and freight rates levied against 
the shipper; third, t~e exorbitant prices farmers have to pay for farm 
implements and machinery, the same having risen more than 300 per 
cent in the past 25 years; fourth, the high tax rates imposed on farm 
lands and farm machinery ; tbtln, fifth, the worst of all, is the specula
tion carried on in New York in that nefarious stock exchange, buying 
and selling futures, setting a price on farm products six months and 
a year in advance of production. Now, these are five of the funda
mental reasons of the present agricultural troubles, according to my 
views of the matter. And it seems to me that anyone else could see it. 
I have been farming for 50 years and have been watching very closely 
the gradual but sure destruction ot agriculture through tbe increased 
activities of the causes enumerated above. Tbe whole agricultural fabric 
is undermined by the five mentioned causes, each of which, according to 
my view, could be regulated by the Government if it wishes to really 
help the farmer. '.rhat would do more good than any appropriations in 
any other way. I will be greatly pleased to hear from you on the 
subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. RODGERS. 

Mr. EDGE. lfr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the RECORD a telegram from the secretary of the 
Newark branch of the National League of Commission Mer
chants of the United States urging the elimin.ation of fresh 
fruits and vegetables from the pending measure. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECoRD, as follows : 
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